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PROPOSED BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 
FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 2, 2011 

U.S. Senate, 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m. in room 
SD-366, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Jeff Bingaman, 
chairman, presiding. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF BINGAMAN, U.S. 

SENATOR FROM NEW MEXICO 

The Chairman. We’ll go ahead and get started with the hearing. 

Before we begin I’d just like to take a moment to note the pass- 
ing of our former colleague, Jim McClure. Senator McClure served 
the people of Idaho with great distinction, served as chairman and 
ranking member of this committee for many years. He was the 
chair when I first joined the committee. We extend our heartfelt 
condolences to his family. 

This morning we’re reviewing the President’s proposed budget for 
the Department of Interior. We welcome Secretary Salazar back to 
the committee. He’s always welcome here, of course. We look for- 
ward to hearing from him in just a few moments. 

I realize that the President had to make very tough choices in 
putting this budget together. I generally support the decisions that 
were made given our current fiscal situation. In my opinion the 
budget request of $12.2 billion in discretionary funds for the De- 
partment is a reasonable proposal. It’s one that is about even with 
the amount appropriated under the current continuing resolution 
and with fiscal year 2010 enacted levels. 

The proposed budget includes significant funding increases for a 
few key areas including the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, 
regulation and enforcement and the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. I’d like to touch on these key areas for just a minute. 

Oil and gas production from our Federal lands and particularly 
from the Outer Continental Shelf plays an important role in our 
economy. Obviously last year’s Deepwater Horizon disaster was a 
dramatic reminder of the risks involved in these undertakings and 
the importance of effective and efficient regulatory oversight. 

I strongly support the President’s budget request for additional 
funding for these purposes including his request for increased fees 
from industry to fund inspections of offshore operations. 

The budget proposes significant new funding for Land and Water 
Conservation Fund which I also strongly support. For many years 
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I’ve advocated that this important conservation tool be fully funded 
at its authorized level at $900 million annually. 

Regarding water issues while not all of the priority water 
projects received funding, in my view the Department’s budget for 
the Water Smart programs continue to demonstrate a commitment 
to addressing the Nation’s water resource challenges. Water Smart 
implements many of the goals of the Secure Water Act which was 
passed by the Congress 2 years ago. I’m looking forward to receiv- 
ing the Administration’s progress report on that later this year. 

I’m also glad that the Administration’s budget included funding 
for Indian Water Settlements. The Indian Water Settlements ac- 
count will help ensure the settlements are implemented within the 
timeframes required by Congress. 

The budget also proposes sweeping changes in the allocation for- 
mula for the Abandoned Mine Land Program under the Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act. I’m concerned that this could 
have very adverse impacts on states and tribes. We will want to 
work with the Administration before anything is done on that. 

So at this time let me recognize Senator Murkowski for her open- 
ing statement. Then we’ll hear from Secretary Salazar. 

STATEMENT OF HON. LISA MURKOWSKI, U.S. SENATOR 
FROM ALASKA 

Senator Murkowski. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and good morn- 
ing, Mr. Secretary, Mr. Hayes, Miss Haze. 

Secretary, I appreciate the time that you have given me on one- 
on-one conversations, through which we can explore some of the 
issues more thoroughly, and I appreciate your time before the com- 
mittee here this morning. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m glad that you mentioned the contributions of 
the former chairman of the Energy Committee, Senator Jim 
McClure. He was truly one of a long line of chairmen who have 
sustained the tradition of the Energy Committee as a forum for fair 
consideration and resolution of serious policy debates. We continue 
in that tradition. But he was a leader here and I also would like 
to extend my condolences to his family. 

Mr. Secretary, again, thank you for being here to discuss the pro- 
posed budget for fiscal year 2012. Certainly much has changed in 
our Nation’s political landscape since the time that you were serv- 
ing here with us on this committee and now as the Secretary of the 
Interior. In looking at the budget that we have before us though, 
I look at this and it appears to me that it takes us back to that 
time when the budget situation was perhaps a bit more optimistic, 
a bit more rosy. Today’s world, as we know, is not that way. 

Many of the Department of the Interior’s recommendations ig- 
nore what I believe is our current reality. Among other things: a 
$1.6 trillion Federal deficit, and rising unrest that has spiked oil 
prices to the point where our economic recovery could be threat- 
ened. Instead of addressing those challenges, the Department is 
seeking to expand the role and the footprint of the Federal Govern- 
ment, increase taxpayers’ liability for maintenance and place more 
lands off limits to recreation and resource exploration. 

I have a few things that I’d like to note this morning. 
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First on the list is the Department’s new Wild Lands Policy. 
Your order has vast potential to lock up and limit access to lands 
throughout the country, but particularly in Alaska where two- 
thirds of our land is owned by the Federal Government. On its face 
the Wild Lands Policy appears to be a work-around of limitations 
within the Wilderness Act. 

Interior has specifically stated that BLM land, which was pre- 
viously designated for a specific purpose, like the National Petro- 
leum Reserve Alaska, will be re-evaluated and could be designated 
as wild lands. So it appears that Interior not only wants to take 
control over land designations, to take this away from Congress, 
but also intends to review and perhaps overrule past Congressional 
decisions. 

Insofar as the oil and natural gas related budgets, I think this 
year’s proposal presents some issues. There are some serious ques- 
tions about the wisdom of the proposed increases in so many taxes 
and fees across the board on the energy companies that we’re re- 
sponsible for regulating, and whether that’s really more likely to 
result in a law being carried out in the expeditious manner that 
we here in Congress have demanded. Given the deeply troubling 
situations in Libya, Bahrain, and Iraq, I think there is little, if any, 
patience for continued delay in bringing back our American energy 
production and the associated jobs. 

Another area that causes me some trouble in the budget here is 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund, the full funding of that 
under this category of America’s Great Outdoors Initiative. Given 
the critical need to balance our budget, I do have to question this 
spending. Each land management agency within the Department of 
Interior already has a sizable maintenance backlog. The National 
Park Service alone is at $9 billion. So, if we can’t afford to manage 
the land that we have already entrusted to the Federal Govern- 
ment, I question whether it’s responsible to acquire more. 

Then finally on a more parochial note — we’ve had an opportunity 
to discuss this briefly — I am concerned about the reduction to the 
Alaska Lands Conveyance Program. This was an act that was de- 
signed to fulfill the commitment to the State of Alaska that was 
given to us at statehood, a little over 50 years ago. The Alaska 
Lands Acceleration Act was put in place to say we will fully convey 
these lands by the fiftieth anniversary of statehood. 

That was several years ago. We are still behind on that. Given 
last year’s budget it looked like it was going to take an additional 
20 years to complete the conveyances. Now given what is proposed 
in this budget, it looks like it will take us until 2075 to complete 
the conveyances. 

This is not acceptable to me. It’s not acceptable for the people of 
Alaska. We need to work to address that. 

With that, Mr. Secretary, I know members on the committee will 
have many, many questions. I certainly do. But again, I appreciate 
your responsiveness when I have called you and we have had an 
opportunity to meet. 

We have some difficult issues ahead of us. You have a lot on your 
shoulders. I appreciate you taking that on, and I appreciate you 
being here this morning. 
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The Chairman. For the information of Senators I think what 
we’ll do is hear from the Secretary. He’ll take whatever time he 
would like and describe the budget. Then we’ll do 5-minute rounds. 
We will plan to recess about 11 when the vote is called. I’m told 
that we’re going to have a vote on the continuing resolution about 
11 . 

Secretary Salazar, thank you for being here. Go right ahead. 

STATEMENT OF KEN SALAZAR, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF 

THE INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID HAYES, DEPUTY 

SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; AND PAM HAZE, DE- 
PARTMENT ASSISTANT SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF 

STATE 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you very much, Chairman Bingaman, 
for your leadership on this committee and to you. Senator Mur- 
kowski as the ranking member. I am proud of having served on 
this committee and the fact that this committee really has had a 
tradition of bipartisanship and problem solving on a number of dif- 
ferent fronts. We certainly have no shortage of those issues to work 
on in this budget and in the year ahead. 

So I very much look forward to working with you. Senator Wyden 
and Senator Franken and Senator Hoeven, congratulations on your 
election and I look forward to working with you as well on the 
issues in your State. 

Let me start out by saying here with me at the table are Deputy 
Secretary of the Interior, David Hayes. He is in charge of the oper- 
ations of the Department of Interior and has helped put together 
the budget. Along with our budget director, Pam Haze, who has 
worked under multiple Administrations on Interior budgets over 
many years. 

Let me start out by saying that the Department of Interior is, 
in my view, one of the most important Departments of the United 
States of America. I see it in my way of describing it as being the 
Department that is a custodian of America’s natural resources and 
America’s natural heritage. We take that responsibility very seri- 
ously. I take that responsibility very seriously as a Secretary. 

We oversee about 20 percent of the land mass of the United 
States. So places where I have been have included Barrow, Alaska 
and Anchorage all the way to the Everglades and down on the bor- 
der at the Imperial Sand Dunes in Southern California, up to 
Maine to Acadia and the Middle Rio Grande and the forests of Or- 
egon and in every State there are huge assets that we have. But 
it’s an awesome responsibility we have on the land of the United 
States. We also control over 1.75 million acres of the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf which is important for many uses including the sig- 
nificant oil and gas production that comes from the oceans, in par- 
ticular from the Gulf of Mexico. 

As I look at the job that I have as Secretary of Interior I see my 
job as being part of powering America’s economy. We do that 
through the great outdoors of America. We do that through the en- 
ergy production that we do both onshore and offshore. As well as 
the use of the other resources which belong to the American public. 

The 2012 budget in a word is simply a freeze budget. It is a 
freeze budget as Senator Bingaman pointed out at $12.2 billion it 
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basically is a budget that has no increases. It’s important to re- 
member that as we went through our budget line by line we found 
significant cuts to make. 

I think it’s something that the American public expects of us. It’s 
something that President Obama has asked his Cabinet to take se- 
riously. That’s that we get rid of any programs and cut back on ex- 
penses and just to be lacerative on that. 

We cut out about $1.1 billion in the budget. There were tough 
choices to be made. Some of it we will — there will be discussions 
obviously with Members of the Congress as we move forward. But 
there were some very tough choices. These are not the kinds of pro- 
gram reductions that I obviously wanted to make or 0MB or the 
President wanted to make. 

The Alaskan Conveyance Act is one, Senator Murkowski, where 
I think there is a responsibility for us to move forward to complete 
that program. Yet there are cuts that are placed on that program 
which are very painful cuts. 

Besides those kinds of cuts in the Administrative area, we have 
cut $42 million in travel for the Department of Interior. We have 
cut back on information technology to the level of $36 million. We 
have cut back $53 million just through procurement reform. 

Those are the kinds of cuts which I think in a deficit and debt 
situation which we’re trying to address. Senator Hoeven, you as 
Governor would know that that’s where you go first is to see where 
you cut your budget to try to make it balance. So we have cut 
about $1.1 billion in this freeze budget. 

Let me speak to 3 or 4 of the key priorities which I know are 
of great concern to all of you. 

First, energy. This is a part of the budget which has both conven- 
tional energy and oil and gas as well as what we do with respect 
to new energy and renewable energy. 

First with respect to conventional oil and gas production. I can 
tell you that we have a robust oil and gas program. Even in the 
aftermath of the Deep Water Horizon spill of nearly 5 million gal- 
lons in the Gulf of — or barrels in the Gulf of Mexico last year, our 
production in the Gulf of Mexico has continued uninterrupted es- 
sentially at what have still been the highs of production just from 
the Gulf of Mexico. So our program both onshore as well as offshore 
is one for oil and gas production which continues in a robust way. 

We have proposed a budget here which will allow production to 
take place in a robust way where we can expedite the permitting. 
But we can also ensure the right kinds of inspections and the right 
kind of environmental protections so that we’re protecting the envi- 
ronment and we’re protecting the people of America. Those are key 
components of the budget. 

So we have asked for and would ask that the U.S. Congress ap- 
prove the requests that we’ve made with respect to the new Bureau 
of Ocean Energy which has replaced the former Minerals Manage- 
ment Service. If we do not have a robust agency that can oversee 
the development and production of our oil and gas resources in the 
Nation’s oceans then we will be setting ourselves up to essentially 
what had been the 30-year neglect that had been given to MMS 
with respect to the funding and the robustness that an agency with 
that kind of important mission should have. As we look forward to 
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working with the Congress not only on the budgetary aspects but 
also on the organic legislation with respect to the new Bureau of 
Ocean Energy. 

With respect to the onshore oil and gas programs, we continue 
to move forward with a robust onshore oil and gas effort. We 
issued, in 2010, approximately 5,200 APDs. We expect that in 2011 
we will issue about 7,000 permits to drill. So the program there to 
work on developing our onshore resources is also important. 

The word on renewables and just renewable energy, we have 
made significant progress on renewable energy. This last year 
alone permitting close to 3,700 megawatts of power from solar and 
geothermal and wind energy. The 2011 effort will continue to stand 
up additional renewable energy projects in many places around the 
West. As well as standing up the renewable wind energy potential 
off the coast of the Atlantic. 

I know Oregon now is in play to do some things as well with re- 
spect to offshore winds. So we are looking forward to continuing 
our efforts on renewable energy with a goal in the 2012 budget that 
we will be up to 10,000 megawatts of renewable energy power. Now 
10,000 megawatts we’re supporters of clean coal technology and 
coal energy as well, but just as a sense of equivalency the 10,000 
megawatts of power would be the equivalent of approximately 25 
to 30 coal fired power plants in terms of generation. So that’s a 
kind of robustness that we’re moving forward on the renewable en- 
ergy sites. 

We’re doing both. We’re doing conventional. We’re doing the re- 
newable energy side. 

I think as President Obama would say to all of you, we believe 
that we need to do all of these things. We need oil and gas. But 
we also need to embrace the new energy frontier and clean energy 
that this committee has discussed a lot over the last several years. 

Next I want to briefly mention conservation and the America’s 
Great Outdoors Initiative. This was an effort which was launched 
by the President in April of last year. It concluded in the report 
that he received at the White House several weeks ago and the ef- 
fort there was to try to define what the conservation agenda for our 
country should be in the 21st century. 

President Roosevelt did the same thing 102 or 103 years ago in 
1908. It was our thought that it was time to have that conversation 
around the country. So we went out around the country. 

We had listening sessions. Over 100,000 people commented on 
what we ought to be doing on conservation. Many of those ideas 
are included in the America’s Great Outdoors report. 

Let me make 2 or 3 comments about that. First, it’s important 
for us to remember that job creation comes from tourism. That is 
supported by our America’s Great Outdoors in every one of your 
States. So whether it’s Wyoming or Oregon or New Mexico or Alas- 
ka, the number of people who come there to visit the great parks 
and wildlife refuges and to visit the great outdoors pump a signifi- 
cant amount of money into the economy. 

The Outdoor Industry Foundation alone estimates that there are 
about six and a half million jobs just from the outdoor industry 
alone that are created through the outdoor recreational opportuni- 
ties that are afforded by these lands. The approach that we’re tak- 
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ing with America’s Great Outdoors and it will touch Senator Mur- 
kowski, on the Land and Water Conservation Fund proposal here 
on the budget, is that we’re looking at doing this in a bottoms-up 
approach and listening to the local communities as we work on de- 
veloping our projects on conservation moving forward. I will give 
you 2 examples because they’re real examples of not theoretical ex- 
amples, but they’re real examples. 

One is in the Flint Hills of Kansas where former Senator Brown- 
back and I pulled a meeting together 2 months ago with the Kan- 
sas Cattlemen’s Association, with the Kansas Farm Bureau, with 
the ranchers in the community, where we announced the National 
Conservation Area for the Flint Hills. The Flint Hills is the last of 
the remaining of the tall grass prairies in North America, 1.1 mil- 
lion acres. It is an initiative that will preserve the working lands 
of those ranchers that have been on that same land now for 5 gen- 
eration on the 1.1 million acres. It also will preserve the great envi- 
ronmental and ecological values of the tall grass prairies. 

We have done the same thing in Florida with respect to the 
headwaters of Everglades National Wildlife Refuge where we had 
put together a partnership with the ranchers in that area and with 
the business community as well. So that’s the kind of approach 
that we’re taking to the America’s Great Outdoors Initiative. It’s a 
kind of approach we’ll take as well with respect to the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. 

Now the investments that we have asked for in the President’s 
2012 budget do include full funding of the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund. I think it’s important for this committee, who has 
so much history on the Land and Water Conservation Fund to look 
back at the history of this fund. The fact that when it was created 
by Stewart Udall and by President Kennedy back in 1964, their 
view was that we take from the Earth. We should put something 
back into conservation. 

Yet when you look at the nearly 50 year history of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund it has only been fully funded, to my 
knowledge, once. So this effort would be to fully fund the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund of the $900 billion level. In the time that 
the LWCF has been authorized it has been credited with $31.7 bil- 
lion which is an accounting measure that is on the books. 

However it’s only been funded to about the tune of $16 billion. 
So there’s — if you’ve talked about a broken promise. I think that 
with respect to the LWCF it’s one that’s been going on for about 
the last 40 years. 

Second, we will work and have asked in the budget for support 
for landscape conservation cooperatives. Again, this is a reflection 
of an effort where we are working with local communities, states, 
to try to find out how we coordinate the conservation efforts at the 
local level. Deputy Secretary David Hayes yesterday, met with the 
Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative. He reported that out 
of that meeting already about 100 of these locally driven efforts 
that are going on in the Atlantic Landscape Conservation Coopera- 
tive. We hope to be able to move those efforts forward around the 
country. 

Finally the Climate Science Centers as Senator Murkowski, we 
have informed your office, we have one of the Climate Change 
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Science Centers that we have established with the University of 
Alaska. We’re doing this across the country because we need to un- 
derstand the impacts that climate change is having on our world. 
Alaska, as we have often talked about, is really the point of the 
sphere. 

But it’s not only Alaska. It’s those of you who share the waters 
of the Colorado River Basin and know that we are in the driest pe- 
riod of record in 102 years. With Lake Mead at an all time low in 
terms of its water level. An additional 20 percent projection in the 
decline of water supply in the Colorado River. It’s important that 
we work with the ranchers and farmers and municipalities and the 
states to get ahead of the impact that climate change is going to 
have on the water issues of the Southwestern part of the United 
States. So that’s part of what we’re trying to do with the Climate 
Science Centers. 

Just 2 other quick points and I’ll conclude my remarks. 

Water. Obviously if you come from an arid State, as many of you 
do, you know water is a life blood of our communities. So how we 
manage and conserve water is very important. That without the 
water resources, for example, that have been stored and now used 
in the Colorado River, we frankly would not have had the flowering 
of the American desert or so much of the agricultural production 
that comes from those particular states. 

The Water Smart Program is proposed to be funded in this budg- 
et. I know you will have a hearing on it, on what we have done 
in 2010, Chairman Bingaman. But just as an illustration, the 37 
projects that were funded through Water Smart in 2010 are pro- 
jected to save 490,000 acre feet of water a year, 490,000 acre feet 
of water a year. For us from arid states you know that that’s a very 
significant amount. 

Finally with respect to youth and jobs. From day one when I 
went into the Department of Interior I wanted to stand up a Civil 
Conservation Corps for young people to come and work and help 
us do the work that we have to get done in fulfilling our mission. 
But also get engaged in the outdoors and engaged in conservation. 
As a result of the efforts and the support of this committee and 
Congress over the last several years we have about 21,000 young 
people who are working with us as part of our Conservation Corps 
in the Department of the Interior. This budget would continue to 
expand on that program. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, look forward to working with you 
and with Senator Murkowski and the members of this committee 
and Congress to move forward in the budget that strengthens our 
economy and makes our country stronger. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Salazar follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Ken Salazar, Secretary, Department of the Interior 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to be here today to 
present the details of the 2012 budget request for the Department of the Interior. 
I want to thank the members of this Committee for your support of our Department. 
Your efforts have helped to build a strong foundation for our initiatives over the last 
two years. 

The 2012 budget builds on that strong foundation with $12.2 billion requested for 
the Department of the Interior. This is a freeze at the 2010 level, including signifi- 
cant reductions and savings totaling $1.1 billion, while funding key priorities. The 
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budget demonstrates that we can responsibly cut the deficit, while investing to win 
the future and sustain the national recovery. Our budget promotes the actions and 
programs that America told us are important in 50 listening sessions across the 
Country. With that inspiration we developed a new 21st Century conservation vi- 
sion — ^America’s Great Outdoors. The budget continues to advance efforts that you 
have facilitated in renewable energy and sustainable water conservation, coopera- 
tive landscape conservation, youth in the outdoors, and reforms in our conventional 
energy programs. 


INTRODUCTION 

Interior’s mission is simple but profound — to protect America’s resources and cul- 
tural heritage and honor the Nation’s trust responsibilities to American Indians and 
Alaska Natives. Interior’s people and programs impact all Americans. 

The Department is the steward of 20 percent of the Nation’s lands including na- 
tional parks, national wildlife refuges, and the public lands. Interior manages public 
lands and the Outer Continental Shelf — providing access for renewable and conven- 
tional energy development and overseeing the protection and restoration of surface- 
mined lands. The Department of the Interior is also the largest supplier and man- 
ager of water in the 17 western States and provides hydropower resources used to 
power much of the country. Interior is responsible for migratory wildlife and endan- 
gered species conservation as well as the preservation of the Nation’s historic and 
cultural resources. The Department supports cutting edge research in the earth 
sciences — geology, hydrology, and biology — to inform resource management decisions 
at Interior and improve scientific understanding worldwide. The Department of the 
Interior also fulfills the Nation’s unique trust responsibilities to American Indians 
and Alaska Natives, and provides financial and technical assistance for the insular 
areas. 

The Department makes significant contributions to the Nation measured in eco- 
nomic terms. The Interior Department supports over 1.3 million jobs and over $370 
billion in economic activity each year. Parks, refuges, and monuments generate over 
$24 billion in economic activity from recreation and tourism. Conventional and re- 
newable energy produced on Interior lands and waters results in about $295 billion 
in economic benefits and the water managed by Interior supports over $25 billion 
in agriculture. The American outdoor industry estimates 6.5 million jobs are created 
every year from outdoor activities. 

In measures that cannot be translated into dollars and cents, the Department pro- 
tects the Nation’s monuments and priceless landscapes, conserves wildlife and fish- 
eries, offers unparalleled recreational opportunities, protects and interprets the cul- 
tural collections that tell America’s history, and manages resources that help to ful- 
fill the Nation’s demands for energy, minerals, and water. Through its trust respon- 
sibilities on behalf of American Indians and Alaska Natives, Interior supports tribal 
self-governance and the strengthening of Indian communities. For affiliated island 
communities, the Department fulfills important commitments providing much need- 
ed technical and financial assistance. 

2010 — A YEAR OF CHALLENGE AND SUCCESS 

At the start of the Administration in 2009, I set Interior on a course to create 
a comprehensive strategy to advance a new energy frontier; tackle the impacts of 
a changing landscape; improve the sustainable use of water; engage youth in the 
outdoors; and improve the safety of Indian communities. These priority goals inte- 
grate the strengths of the Department’s diverse bureaus and offices to address key 
challenges of importance to the American public. Interior has been making progress 
in these areas, including: 

• Approving 12 renewable energy projects on public lands that when built, will 
produce almost 4,000 megawatts of energy, enough energy to power close to one 
million American homes, and create thousands of construction and operational 
jobs. 

• Designating more than 5,000 miles of transmission corridors on public lands to 
facilitate siting and permitting of transmission lines and processing more than 
30 applications for major transmission corridor rights-of-way. 

• Establishing three of eight planned regional Climate Science Centers and nine 
of 21 Landscape Conservation Cooperatives. 

• Issuing grants to water districts and other water delivery authorities resulting 
in the conservation of 150,000 acre-feet of water. 

• Increasing the number of youth employed in conservation through Interior or 
its partners increased by 45 percent over 2009 levels. 
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• Reducing overall crime in four Indian communities as a result of a concerted 
effort to increase deployed law enforcement officers, and conduct training in 
community policing techniques, and engage the communities in law enforcement 
efforts. 

The tragic events resulting from the explosion and sinking of the Deepwater Hori- 
zon drilling rig in April of last year drew the attention of the world to the Gulf of 
Mexico. Much of the focus of Interior’s bureaus and offices in 2010 was on oil spill 
response. Gulf Coast restoration, strengthening safety and environmental standards 
for offshore energy production, and re-organizing and reforming the former Minerals 
Management Service (MMS). Nonetheless, the Department advanced other key pri- 
orities and strategic goals that will improve the conservation and management of 
natural and cultural resources into the future: 

• Interior, along with the Department of Agriculture, the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency, and the Council on Environmental Quality, participated in the 
White House Conference on America’s Great Outdoors and held 50 public listen- 
ing sessions across the Country that have helped shape a conservation vision 
and strategy for the 21st Century. We have released a report, America’s Great 
Outdoors: A Promise to Future Generations, that lays out a partnership agenda 
for 21st century conservation and recreation. 

• In the spirit of America’s Great Outdoors, we welcomed new national wildlife 
refuges in Kansas and Colorado and proposed a new conservation area in Flor- 
ida at the headwaters to the Everglades. These refuges mark a new era of con- 
servation for the Department, one that is community-driven, science-based, and 
takes into account entire ecosystems and working landscapes. 

• The Department worked with others to develop an action plan to bring relief 
for the drought-stricken California Bay-Delta area, invested over $500 million 
in major water projects over the past two years, and moved forward on long- 
standing water availability issues in the Colorado River Basin. 

• In December, I issued my recommendation to Congress to undertake an addi- 
tional 5.5 miles of bridging on the Tamiami Trail in the Everglades above and 
beyond the 1-mile bridge now under construction. When combined with other 
planned work in the Everglades Agricultural Area and water conservation 
areas, this project should restore 100 percent of historic water quantity and flow 
to Everglades National Park. 

• With the help of Congress, we brought about resolution of the Cobell v. Salazar 
settlement and resolved four long-standing Indian water rights issues through 
enactment of the Claims Resolution Act of 2010. We also completed negotiation 
of a new Compact of Free Association with the island of Palau which awaits 
Congressional approval. 

• In December of last year, the President hosted the second White House Tribal 
Nations Conference bringing together tribal leaders from across the United 
States; we are improving the Nation-to-Nation relationship with 565 Tribes. 

interior’s budget in context 

In his State of the Union address in January, President Obama spoke of what it 
will take to “win the future.” He challenged the Nation to encourage American inno- 
vation, educate young people, rebuild America, and shrink the burden of mounting 
debt. Interior’s 2012 budget request responds to this challenge. The investments 
proposed in this budget are balanced by reductions in other programs — recognizing 
the Nation’s need to live within its means to ensure a legacy of economic strength. 

Taking Fiscal Responsibility. — Interior’s 2012 budget must be viewed in context 
of the difficult fiscal times facing the Nation and the President’s freeze on discre- 
tionary funding. The 2012 budget reflects many difficult budget choices, cutting wor- 
thy programs and advancing efforts to shrink Federal spending. The budget con- 
tains reductions totaling $1.1 billion or 8.9 percent of the 2010 Enacted/2011 CR 
level. Staffing reductions are anticipated in some program areas, which will be 
achieved through attrition, outplacement, and buy-outs to minimize the need to con- 
duct reductions in force to the greatest extent possible. These reductions are a nec- 
essary component of maintaining overall fiscal restraint while allowing us to invest 
additional resources in core agency priorities. 

This budget is responsible. The $12.2 billion budget funds important investments 
by eliminating and reducing lower priority programs, deferring projects, reducing re- 
dundancy, streamlining management, and capturing administrative and efficiency 
savings. It maintains funding levels for core functions that are vital to uphold stew- 
ardship responsibilities and sustain key initiatives. The 2012 request includes $11.2 
billion for programs funded by the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies ap- 
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propriation. This is $69.2 million, or less than one percent, above the 2010 enacted 
level and $87.6 million above the 2011 annualized CR level. The 2012 request for 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Central Utah Project Completion Act, funded 
in the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, is $1.1 billion in current 
appropriations, $88.3 million or eight percent below the 2010 enacted level and 
$78.3 million or seven percent below the 2011 CR level. 

Permanent funding that becomes available as a result of existing legislation with- 
out further action by the Congress results in an additional $5.6 billion, for $17.8 
billion in total budget authority for Interior in 2012. 

Program Reductions and Terminations. — Interior’s $12.2 billion budget proposal 
includes $913.6 million in program terminations and program reductions of which 
$188.0 million are featured in the President’s list of terminations and reductions. 
This also includes the elimination of $47.6 million in congressional earmarks not re- 
lated to land acquisition or construction. 

These cuts were identified as part of a top to bottom review that considered mis- 
sion criticality, the ability of partners to support the function, duplication or over- 
lap, relevance to key initiatives, program performance, the relevance of timing and 
if tbe activity could be deferred, and short-and long-term strategic goals. 

Examples of the tough decisions made in 2012 include terminating the $7.0 mil- 
lion Rural Fire Assistance program which is duplicative of other fire assistance 
grant programs managed by the Department of Homeland Security and Department 
of Agriculture. The National Park Service’s Save America’s Treasures and Preserve 
America programs are eliminated in 2012 to focus NPS resources on the highest pri- 
ority park requirements. The NPS Heritage Partnership Programs are reduced by 
half to encourage self-sufficiency among well-established National Heritage Areas 
while continuing support for newer areas. In the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the In- 
dian Guaranteed Loan Program is reduced 63 percent in 2012 pending an evalua- 
tion of the program’s effectiveness and alternatives to improve program perform- 
ance. 

Program reductions are proposed in every bureau and office in the Department. 
One area that is reduced Interior-wide is construction. The budget includes $178.8 
million for the Bureau of Land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, and Na- 
tional Park Service construction programs; in total this is a reduction of $100.2 mil- 
lion or 36 percent from the 2010 enacted/2011 CR level. To achieve these reductions, 
the Department has frozen construction of new facilities in 2012 and deferred con- 
struction of replacement facilities. Interior’s 2012 request for construction focuses on 
the highest priority health and safety and mission critical projects and defers lower 
priorities. The Department is committed to the repair and rehabilitation of current 
assets and funding for facility maintenance is held nearly level. The 2012 budget 
also slows the construction of major water management programs, including the 
Central Utah Completion Act. The 2012 budget request for CUPCA is $33.0 million, 
a reduction of $9.0 million. 

Administrative Savings. — The budget includes $99.4 million in reductions reflect- 
ing administrative cost savings as part of the Administration’s Accountable Govern- 
ment Initiative. These reductions will be generated by efficiencies throughout Inte- 
rior, changing how the Department manages travel, employee relocation, acquisition 
of supplies and printing services, and the use of advisory services. These reductions 
are in addition to $62.0 million in travel, information technology, and strategic 
sourcing savings identified as part of the President’s 2011 request. These reductions 
are sustained in the 2012 request along with bureau-specific efficiencies. 

• The Department will achieve $42 million in savings in travel and relocation 
through improved management at the program level and re-examination of De- 
partmental policies. 

• An estimated $53 million in savings will be achieved through acquisition im- 
provement initiatives including shared contracts to use Interior-wide for the ac- 
quisition of commodities, supplies, and services. In 2011, Interior is imple- 
menting Department-wide strategic sourcing initiatives for office supplies and 
copier-based multifunctional devices. Savings from expanded strategic sourcing 
is one component of a comprehensive plan to improve acquisition practices 
throughout Interior. 

• Efficiency savings from expanded strategic sourcing is one component of a com- 
prehensive plan to improve acquisition practices throughout Interior. Another 
component to reduce advisory services spending will achieve an approximate 
$15 million in savings. 

• Through careful planning, strategic investments, and unprecedented coopera- 
tion, significant opportunity exists to realize efficiencies in the Department’s IT 
infrastructure of an estimated $36 million, including energy and cost savings. 



12 


The Department has identified five primary focus areas: risk-based information 
security services, infrastructure consolidation, unified messaging, workstation 
ratio reduction, and radio site consolidation. 

• The Department’s 2012 budget reflects a freeze on Federal salaries for 2011 and 
2012 and requirements to address fixed cost increases are limited to anticipated 
changes in the Federal contributions to health benefits, GSA rent increases, 
changes in workers and unemployment compensation costs, and specific con- 
tract requirements for P.L. 93-638 agreements. 

Cost Recovery. — The budget proposes to increase cost recovery to offset the cost 
of some resource development activities that provide clear benefits to customers. 

The budget proposes to increase fees for offshore oil and gas inspections from 
$10.0 million in the 2010 enacted budget to $65.0 million in 2012. These fee collec- 
tions incorporate a more robust inspection program and expand the scope of offshore 
inspection fees to include offshore drilling rigs, given the need for greater scrutiny 
of drilling operations as a core component of deepwater oil and gas development. 
This is consistent with the National Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil 
Spill and Offshore Drilling. The report states that the oil and gas industry should 
be “required to pay for its regulators” so that the costs of regulation “would no 
longer be funded by taxpayers but instead by the industry that is permitted to have 
access to a publicly owned resource.” 

Similarly, the budget proposes to collect $38.0 million for onshore oil and gas in- 
spection activities conducted by BLM. The budget also proposes new fees totaling 
$4.4 million for coal and other minerals inspections conducted by BLM to recover 
the costs of inspecting these operations. 

Likewise, the budget proposes to decrease OSM grants to state programs that reg- 
ulate the coal industry, to encourage those states to increase cost recovery fees for 
coal mine permit processing. 

INVESTMENTS FOR THE FUTURE 

America’s Great Outdoors. — Last year, the Administration initiated a national 
dialogue at the White House Conference on America’s Great Outdoors. In 50 listen- 
ing sessions held across the Country, the public communicated their conservation 
and recreation priorities, and the result is a report to the President, America’s Great 
Outdoors: A Promise to Future Generations. The report outlines how the Federal 
Government can support a renewed and refreshed conservation vision by working 
in collaboration with communities, farmers and ranchers, businesses, conservation- 
ists, youth and others who are working to protect the places that matter to them 
and by engaging people across the country in conservation and recreation. 

The report calls for the government and its partners to help conserve and recreate 
on the lands and places that Americans care about most. To this end, the report 
recommends expanding access to green spaces for recreation, restoring and con- 
necting open spaces and rural landscapes to power economic revitalization and spe- 
cies conservation, , and increasing our investment of revenue from oil and gas devel- 
opment in the protection of open spaces. The report calls for the revision of govern- 
ment policies to improve program effectiveness and alignment, and leverage local, 
community driven efforts and asks the Federal government to be a better partner 
with States, Tribes, landowners, local communities, the private sector and others to 
meet shared conservation goals. 

The 2012 President’s budget identifies resources that are targeted on these out- 
comes with $5.5 billion for programs included in the America’s Great Outdoors ini- 
tiative, an increase of $363.0 million over the FY 2010 level. The components of this 
budget request include land management operations, programs funded through the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund, and grant programs focused on partnerships 
that conserve natural resources, restore, rivers and trails, and preserve the Nation’s 
historic assets. 

The 2012 budget for America’s Great Outdoors includes $4.6 billion for core oper- 
ations, an increase of $13.5 million, in the land and resource management bu- 
reaus — BLM, FWS, and NFS. Increases in Interior’s land management bureaus will 
enhance cultural and interpretative programs throughout our network of national 
parks, refuges and public lands. This funding will also support day-to-day oper- 
ations, improve the condition of facilities, and address natural resource management 
needs. More than 285 million Americans and foreign tourists visited the Nation’s 
national parks in 2009, nearly 11 million more than in 2008, a 3.9 percent increase. 
This was the fifth busiest year for the national park system, just missing the all- 
time visitation record set in 1987. The increased visitation to the national parks re- 
inforces the importance and value Americans place on their treasured landscapes. 
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The initiative also includes $675.0 million for programs funded from the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. The components of this request are: $375.0 million for 
Federal land acquisition, $200.0 million for an expanded LWCF State grants pro- 
gram including competitive grants, and $100.0 million for Cooperative Endangered 
Species Conservation Grants. 

The 2012 budget for Interior and the U.S. Forest Service includes full funding, 
$900 million, for the Land and Water Conservation Fund. This funding is drawn 
from revenue generated each year from oil and gas development. This fulfills the 
vision for the LWCF, with a dedicated source of funding generated from the deple- 
tion of resources to be used annually to advance resource conservation and rec- 
reational opportunities. For the 2012 budget, the Department coordinates Interior 
bureaus’ and the Forest Service’s land acquisition priorities and presents a joint 
conservation strategy that maximizes conservation outcomes in key geographic focal 
areas. 

The 2012 budget also includes $150.0 million for fish and wildlife conservation 
grants, an increase of $7.0 million, including $50.0 million for the North American 
Wetlands Conservation Fund, $95.0 million for State and Tribal Wildlife Grants, 
and $5.0 million for Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Grants. An additional 
$72.4 million is proposed for NFS partnership programs, including $62.4 million for 
historic preservation grants to States and Tribes, an increase of $6.5 million and 
$10.0 million for the Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program, an in- 
crease of $1.1 million. 

The 2012 America’s Great Outdoors initiative focuses on investments that will 
lead to healthy lands, waters and resources while stimulating the economy — goals 
that are complementary. Through strategic partnerships. Interior will support and 
protect historic uses of lands, restore lands and resources, protect and interpret his- 
toric and cultural resources, and expand outdoor recreation opportunities. All of 
these activities have significant economic benefits in rural and urban communities. 
An economic impact analysis completed by the Department in December 2009 esti- 
mates that in 2008 more than 400 million visits to the Nation’s parks, refuges, and 
public lands generated nearly $25 billion and over 300,000 jobs in recreation and 
tourism, contributing significantly to the economic vitality of many communities. 

New Energy Frontier. — The 2012 budget continues the Department’s New Energy 
Erontier initiative to create jobs, reduce the Nation’s dependence on fossil fuels and 
oil imports, and reduce carbon impacts. Eacilitating renewable energy development 
is a major component of this strategy along with effective management of conven- 
tional energy programs. 

The Department has made significant advances in its priority goal to increase ap- 
proved capacity for renewable energy production on Interior lands by at least 10,000 
megawatts by the end of 2012, while ensuring full environmental review. To date, 
BLM has approved projects that, when built, will generate approximately 4,000 
megawatts of ener^. The budget requests $72.9 million for renewable energy pro- 
grams in 2012, an increase of $13.9 million above the 2010 enacted/2011 CR level. 

While we work to develop renewable energy sources, domestic oil and gas produc- 
tion remain critical to our nation’s energy supply and to reducing our dependence 
on foreign oil. As was underscored by the tragic explosion of the Deepwater Horizon 
and the oil spill that followed, we must take immediate steps to make production 
safer and more environmentally responsible. The recently-released report from the 
National Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling 
concludes there are risks for which neither industry nor the government have been 
adequately prepared. The report recommends fundamental reforms to ensure tech- 
nical expertise, independence, and full consideration of environmental protection as 
well as continued reforms in human safety, regulatory oversight, energy exploration, 
and production. 

The Commission’s recommendations are, in many ways, a strong validation of the 
reforms that we at the Department of the Interior have been undertaking to pro- 
mote safety and science in offshore oil and gas operations. Moreover, the Commis- 
sion’s findings and recommendations bolster the case for Interior’s comprehensive 
reforms and reorganization of offshore oil and gas activities that will remedy con- 
flicted missions, stand up a stronger regulatory framework, create an internal re- 
view unit to identify problems in a timely manner, improve agency and industry 
management of safety and environmental protection, and expand the team of inspec- 
tors, engineers, and other staff to oversee OCS operations. Many reforms have al- 
ready been accomplished including: 

• Implementation of strong new safety and environmental standards including: a 
safety rule that raises standards for everything from drilling equipment and 
well design to casing and cementing; a requirement that companies establish 
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comprehensive risk management programs; a requirement that operators dem- 
onstrate capability to deal with a catastrophic blowout; limiting the use of cat- 
egorical exclusions so that proposed lease sales and drilling projects go through 
rigorous environmental reviews under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA); and requiring companies to put their signature on the line to state that 
their rigs comply with safety and environmental laws and regulations. 

• Termination of the controversial royalty-in-kind program, which accepted oil 
and natural gas from producers in lieu of cash royalty payments, in favor of a 
more transparent and accountable royalty collection system. 

• Dissolution of the Minerals Management Service with the transfer of minerals 
revenue management to the Office of Natural Resources Revenue in the Office 
of the Secretary and creation of the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Reg- 
ulation and Enforcement as an interim organization while further structural 
changes are made. 

• Eormulation of a plan for reorganization that will separate the offshore resource 
management and the safety and environmental enforcement programs into two 
independent organizations — the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management and the 
Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement. 

• Development and implementation of regulations and guidance to operators re- 
sponsive to the recommendations of the DOI Safety Oversight Board, the Na- 
tional Academy of Engineering, and the National Commission on the BP Deep- 
water Horizon Oil Spill. 

• Completion of a review of ethics issues related to the Department’s manage- 
ment of the OCS program and creation of the Investigations and Review Unit. 

• Implementation of a recruitment strategy for BOEMRE to expand the field of 
inspectors and engineers, with BOEMRE receiving more than 500 applications 
in two weeks. 

• Establishment of the Offshore Energy Safety Advisory Committee to advise 
BOEMRE on issues related to offshore energy safety, including drilling and 
workplace safety, well intervention and containment, and oil spill response. 

The 2012 budget includes $506.3 million for the components of the former Min- 
erals Management Service to continue our efforts at reorganization and reform of 
both offshore energy development activities and mineral revenue collection. This in- 
cludes a total program of $358.4 million for the Bureau of Ocean Energy Manage- 
ment, Regulation and Enforcement, an increase of $119.3 million, or 50 percent, 
over the 2010 enacted level, after adjusting for the transfer of mineral revenue col- 
lections to the new Office of Natural Resources Revenue. The budget proposes to off- 
set BOEMRE program funding with $160.2 million in offsetting rental receipts and 
cost recoveries and $65.0 million from oil and gas inspection fees. 

The budget makes investments to increase capacity for leasing and environmental 
review, safety and environmental enforcement, and oil spill research. This request 
will enable Interior to hire over 100 inspectors, engineers, and other safety and en- 
forcement staff by the end of 2012. The 2012 budget includes funding for the Inves- 
tigations and Review Unit to respond to allegations or evidence of misconduct and 
unethical behavior; oversee and coordinate internal auditing, regulatory oversight 
and enforcement systems and programs; and ensure the organization’s ability to re- 
spond to emerging issues and crises, including spills and accidents. Funding is also 
included to support an independent advisory board that will review and analyze en- 
vironmental studies and analyses to support the use of sound science in all of the 
Department’s offshore energy activities. 

'The 2012 budget request also includes $147.9 million for the Office of Natural Re- 
sources Revenue located in the Office of the Secretary. The proposed $38.7 million 
increase over the 2010 enacted level will allow us to strengthen auditing and com- 
pliance efforts for royalty revenue collections and to complete the transition of the 
royalty-in-kind (RIK) program to royalty-in-value collections. 

Youth in the Great Outdoors. — Furthering the youth and conservation goals of the 
America’s Great Outdoors initiative, the 2012 budget proposes to continue engaging 
youth by employing and educating young people from all backgrounds. The 2012 
budget includes $46.8 million for youth programs, an increase of $7.6 million above 
the 2010 enacted/2011 CR level. 

Interior is uniquely qualified to engage and educate young people in the outdoors 
and has programs that establish connections for youth ages 18 to 25 with natural 
and cultural resource conservation. These programs help address unemployment in 
young adults and address health issues by encouraging exercise and outdoor activi- 
ties. For example. Interior is taking part in the First Lady’s Let’s Move initiative 
to combat the problem of childhood obesity. The Bureau of Land Management, Na- 
tional Park Service and Fish and Wildlife Service have Let’s Move Outside pro- 
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grams to promote physical activity for children and families on the Nation’s public 
lands. Interior has long-standing partnerships with organizations such as the 4-H, 
the Boy Scouts, the Girl Scouts, the Youth Conservation Corps, and the Student 
Conservation Association. These programs leverage Federal investments to put 
young people to work and build a conservation ethic. 

In 2010, Interior met its high priority performance goal to employ 15,900 in con- 
servation-related careers through the Department or its partners. This is a 45 per- 
cent increase from 2009. The 2012 goal is to increase this youth employment by 60 
percent. 

Cooperative Landscape Conservation. — The 2012 budget realigns programs and 
funding to better equip land and resource managers with the tools they need to ef- 
fectively conserve resources in a rapidly changing environment. Significant changes 
in water availability, longer and more intense fire seasons, invasive species and dis- 
ease outbreaks are creating challenges for resource managers and impacting the 
sustainability of resources on public lands. These changes result in bark beetle in- 
festations, deteriorated range conditions, and water shortages that negatively im- 
pact gazing, forestry, farming, as well as the status of wildlife and the condition 
of their habitats. Many of these problems are caused by or exacerbated by climate 
change. 

The 2012 Budget includes $175.0 million for cooperative landscape conservation, 
an increase of $43.8 million. The budget funds the completion of the Climate Science 
Centers and Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, the organizing framework for 
the Department’s efforts to work collaboratively with others to understand and man- 
age these changes. These efforts will allow the Department to meet its priority goal 
to identify resources vulnerable to climate change and implement coordinated adap- 
tation response actions for 50 percent of the Nation by the end of 2012. 

The request for USGS climate variability science is $73 million, which includes 
$14.3 million for carbon sequestration research. USGS is conducting cutting edge re- 
search in biological and geological carbon sequestration, to investigate the potential 
of removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere for storage in vegetation, soils, 
sediments, oil and gas reservoirs and saline geologic formations. The 2012 budget 
will advance USGS research to assess rates and potential capacity for carbon stor- 
age in ecosystems, and evaluate the Nation’s potential resources for geological stor- 
age. 

Water Challenges. — Interior is working to address the 21st Century pressures on 
the Nation’s water supplies. Population growth, aging water infrastructure, chang- 
ing climate, rising energy demands, impaired water quality and environmental 
needs are among the challenges. Water shortage and water use conflicts have be- 
come more commonplace in many areas of the United States, even in normal water 
years. As competition for water resources grows, the need for information and tools 
to aid water resource managers also grows. Water issues and challenges are increas- 
ing across the Nation, but particularly in the West and Southeast due to prolonged 
drought. Traditional water management approaches no longer meet today’s needs. 

Reclamation proposes to fund WaterSMART at $58.9 million, $11.0 million below 
2011 levels. The three ongoing WaterSMART programs include: the WaterSMART 
Grant program funded at $18.5 million; Basin Studies funded at $6.0 million; and 
the Title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse program funded at $29.0 million. Two 
programs are being added to WaterSMART in 2012, the continuing Water Conserva- 
tion Field Services program, funded at $5.1 million, and participation by Reclama- 
tion in the Cooperative Watershed Management program, funded at $250,000. This 
is a joint effort with the USGS. The USGS will use $10.9 million, an increase of 
$9.0 million, for a multi-year, nationwide water availability and use assessment pro- 
gram. Other significant programs and highlights include: 

In 2010, I issued a Secretarial Order establishing a new water sustainability 
strategy to coordinate Interior’s water sustainability efforts, create a clearinghouse 
for water conservation best practices, implement a water footprint reduction pro- 
gram to reduce consumption of potable water by 26 percent by 2020. We are in dia- 
logue with Mexico on the management of the Colorado River and we are actively 
pursuing workable solutions to regional issues such as in the California Bay-Delta. 

The Bay-Delta is a source of drinking water for 25 million Californians and sus- 
tains about $400 billion in annual economic activity, including a $28 billion agricul- 
tural industry and up until recently supported a thriving commercial and rec- 
reational fishing industry. Our efforts in the Bay-Delta are focused on co-leading an 
inter-agency effort with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to implement 
the December 2009 Interim Federal Action Plan for the California Bay-Delta Con- 
servation Plan. In coordination with five other Federal agencies, we are leveraging 
our activities to address California water issues, promote water efficiency and con- 
servation, expand voluntary water transfers in the Central Valley, fund drought re- 
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lief projects, and make investments in water infrastructure. Over the past two 
years, we have invested over $500 million in water projects in California. We have 
also, in close coordination with NOAA and the state of California, worked on the 
California Bay-Delta Conservation Plan, a long-term plan aimed at restoring both 
reliable water supplies and a healthy Bay-Delta ecosystem. 

On February 18 we announced the initial 2011 Water Supply Allocation for Cen- 
tral Valley Project water users. We were pleased to report that some of the CVP 
contractors and waters users will receive a 100 percent allocation due to the precipi- 
tation and snowpack in the Sierra Nevada Mountains and improved carryover res- 
ervoir storage. Agricultural water service contractors South-of-Delta have an initial 
allocation of 50 percent but this is an improvement on the 46 percent initial alloca- 
tion they’ve averaged over the past 20 years. These allocations represent good news 
given recent years, but many challenges remain. We will continue to work with our 
Federal, State and local partners to improve water supply reliability while address- 
ing significant ecological issues. 

Our 2012 budget for the Bureau of Reclamation includes $53.1 million for the 
Central Valley Project Restoration Fund that is offset by collections estimated at 
$52.8 million. The 2012 budget for Reclamation includes $39.7 million for the Cali- 
fornia Bay-Delta Restoration account and $35.1 million for San Joaquin River res- 
toration. An additional $6.9 million is included in the budget for the FWS and 
uses activities in support of Bay-Delta ecosystem restoration. 

Strengthening Tribal Nations. — The 2012 Budget for Indian programs is $2.5 bil- 
lion, a decrease of $118.9 million. The reduction includes completion of a one-time 
$50.0 million forward funding payment to tribal colleges, completion of $47 million 
in public safety projects normally funded by the Department of Justice, and $ 14.5 
million for completed water settlements. 

The BIA budget includes reductions that are tougher choices, including reductions 
of $27.0 million in Trust Real Estate Services, $14.2 million in central oversight pro- 
grams, and $5.1 million in the Indian Guaranteed Loan Program. 

The 2012 budget provides $89.6 million in increases including: $42.3 million for 
programs that advance the Nation-to-Nation relationship; $20.0 million to enhance 
public safety and justice programs; $18.4 million to improve trust land management; 
and $8.9 million for education programs. The 2012 budget includes an increase of 
$29.5 million for contract support and the Indian Self-Determination Fund — this 
was the highest priority of the Indian Tribes. These funds will enable Tribes to ful- 
fill administrative requirements associated with operating programs. 

The 2012 budget supports achievement of a priority goal to reduce violent crime 
by at least five percent within 24 months on targeted tribal reservations through 
a comprehensive and coordinated strategy. The budget includes $354.7 million, an 
increase of $20.0 million, for law enforcement operations, detention center oper- 
ations and maintenance, tribal courts, and conservation law enforcement officers. 

Indian Land and Water Settlements. — The 2012 budget includes $84.3 million in 
the Bureau of Reclamation and Bureau of Indian Affairs to implement land and 
water settlements. 

The Bureau of Reclamation’s budget includes $51.5 million, an increase of $26.7 
million, for the initial implementation of four settlements authorized in the Claims 
Resolution Act of 2010. The legislation included water settlements for the Taos 
Pueblo of New Mexico and Pueblos of New Mexico named in the Aamodt case, the 
Crow Tribe of Montana, and the White Mountain Apache Tribe of Arizona. 

The Claims Resolution Act of 2010 establishes trust funds for Tribes to manage 
water systems and settlement funds to develop infrastructure. The primary respon- 
sibility for constructing these water systems was ^ven to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, while the Bureau of Indian Affairs is responsible for the majority of the trust 
funds, which includes $207.2 million in mandatory funding in 2011. 

These settlements will deliver clean water to the Taos Pueblo and the Pueblos of 
Nambe, Pojoaque, San Ildefonso, and Tesuque in New Mexico, the Crow Tribe of 
Montana, and the White Mountain Apache Tribe of Arizona. In addition to funding 
for the initial implementation of these four settlements, Reclamation’s budget in- 
cludes $24.8 million for the Navajo-Gallup Water Supply project. In the 2012 budg- 
et, Reclamation is establishing an Indian Water Rights Settlements account to as- 
sure continuity in the construction of the authorized projects and to highlight and 
enhance transparency. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs 2012 budget includes $32.9 million for ongoing In- 
dian land and water settlements, a reduction of $12.9 million, reflecting completion 
of the Pueblo of Isleta, Puget Sound Regional Shellfish, and Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians settlements. 

Land Remote Sensing. — For forty years, Landsat satellites have recorded the glob- 
al landscape, creating an archive of both natural and man-made changes. This im- 
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agery generates $935 million in value for the U.S. economy by driving innovation 
in the agricultural, water management, and disaster response sectors. For example, 
foresters around the country use Landsat imagery to remotely map and monitor the 
status of woodlands in near real-time. This allows them to track the devastation 
caused by the pine bark beetle in the Rocky Mountains and monitor drought and 
fire-prone areas. 

Landsat fills an essential need for data that is refreshed on a time scale and with 
a level of resolution and granular detail that is otherwise not available. Commercial 
data is not available that fill a void that could be created in the absence of contin- 
uous Landsat coverage. 

The 2012 budget for the U.S. Geological Survey includes $48.0 million to begin 
planning activities with the National Aeronautics and Space Administration for an 
operational Landsat program. Consistent with the Administration’s National Space 
Policy, the 2012 budget enables the USGS to assume management responsibility for 
a new operational Landsat program that will ensure continuity of Landsat data in 
the future. USGS will provide data requirements and funding, while NASA, drawing 
on its historic expertise, will build the Landsat satellites on a reimbursable basis 
for the USGS. This new operating structure is consistent with the approach used 
for NOAA’s JPSS weather satellites, and will ensure sufficient oversight while 
avoiding duplication. 

The 2012 budget will enable USGS to gather and prioritize Federal user commu- 
nity requirements for land image data, conduct trade studies on key design alter- 
natives related to the development of the imaging device, initiate the procurement 
process through NASA for the Landsat 9 and 10 instruments and spacecrafts, and 
establish a science advisory team, in order to launch Landsat 9 in FY 2019 and 
Landsat 10 in FY 2024. 

Also included within a new separate account for National Land Imaging is an in- 
crease of $13.4 million to complete the retooling of the ground receiving stations to 
be able to receive data from the new instruments on Landsat 8, expected to be 
launched in December of 2012. 


MANDATORY PROPOSALS 

Interior continues to generate more revenue for the U.S. Treasury than its annual 
discretionary appropriation. In 2012, Interior will generate revenue of approxi- 
mately $14.1 billion and propose mandatory legislation estimated to generate an- 
other $3 billion in revenue and savings over ten years. The budget assumes the en- 
actment of legislative proposals that we plan to submit to Congress in the coming 
weeks. These proposals will reform abandoned mine reclamation and hardrock min- 
ing on Federal lands, and collect a fair return to the American teixpayer for the de- 
velopment of Federal resources. 

Reform Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation. — The Administration proposes to re- 
form the Abandoned Mine Lands program to reduce unnecessary spending and en- 
sure that the Nation’s highest priority abandoned coal and hardrock sites are re- 
claimed. First, the budget proposes to terminate the unrestricted payments to States 
and Tribes that have been certified for completing their coal reclamation work as 
these payments are no longer needed for reclamation of abandoned coal mine lands. 
Second, the budget proposes to reform the distribution process for the remaining 
reclamation funding to competitively allocate available resources to the highest pri- 
ority coal abandoned mine lands sites. Through a competitive grant program, a new 
Abandoned Mine Lands Advisory Council will review and rank the abandoned mine 
lands sites, so that the Office of Surface Mining can distribute grants to reclaim the 
highest priority coal sites each year. 

Third, to address the legacy of abandoned hardrock mines across the U.S., Inte- 
rior will create a parallel Abandoned Mine Lands program for abandoned hardrock 
sites. Like the coal program, hardrock reclamation would be financed by a new 
abandoned mine lands fee on the production of hardrock minerals on both public 
and private lands displaced after January 2012. The BLM would distribute the 
funds through a competitive grant program to reclaim the highest priority hardrock 
abandoned sites on Federal, State, tribal, and private lands. 

Altogether, this proposal will save $1.3 billion over the next ten years, focus avail- 
able coal fees on the Nation’s most dangerous abandoned coal mines, and hold the 
hardrock mining industry responsible for cleaning up the hazards left by their pred- 
ecessors. 

Reform Hardrock Mining on Federal Lands. — The budget proposes to provide a 
fair return to the taxpayer from hardrock production on Federal lands. The proposal 
would institute a leasing program under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 for certain 
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hardrock minerals including gold, silver, lead, zinc, copper, uranium, and molyb- 
denum, currently covered by the General Mining Law of 1872. 

After enactment, mining for these metals on Federal lands would he governed by 
the new leasing process and subject to annual rental payments and a royalty of not 
less than five percent of gross proceeds. Half of the receipts would be distributed 
to the States in which the leases are located and the remaining half would be depos- 
ited in the Treasury. Existing mining claims would be exempt from the change to 
a leasing system, but would be subject to increases in the annual maintenance fees 
under the General Mining Law of 1872. The Office of Natural Resources Revenue 
will collect, account for, and disburse the hardrock royalty receipts. This proposal 
would generate an estimated $100 million in revenue over ten years. 

Fee on Non-producing Oil and Gas Leases. — The Administration will submit a leg- 
islative proposal to encourage energy production on lands and waters leased for de- 
velopment. A $4.00 per acre fee on non-producing Federal leases both onshore and 
offshore would provide a financial incentive for oil and gas companies to either get 
their leases into production or relinquish them so that the tracts can be leased to 
and developed by new parties. The proposed $4.00 per acre fee would apply to all 
new leases and would be indexed annually. In October 2008, the Government Ac- 
countability Office issued a report critical of past efforts by Interior to ensure that 
companies diligently develop their Federal leases. Although the report focused on 
administrative actions that the Department could undertake, this proposal requires 
legislative action. This proposal is similar to other non-producing fee proposals con- 
sidered by the Congress in the last several years. The fee is projected to generate 
revenues to the U.S. Treasury of $25 million in 2012 and $874 million over ten 
years. 

Net Receipts Sharing for Energy Minerals. — The Administration proposes to make 
permanent the current arrangement for sharing the cost to administer energy and 
minerals receipts, beginning in 2013. Under current law. States receiving significant 
payments from mineral revenue development on Federal lands also share in the 
costs of administering the Federal mineral leases from which the revenue is gen- 
erated. In 2012, this net receipts sharing deduction from mineral revenue payments 
to States would be implemented as an offset to the Interior Appropriations Act, con- 
sistent with the provision included in 2010 and continued under the 2011 CR. Per- 
manent implementation of net receipts sharing is expected to result in savings of 
$44 million in 2013 and $441 million over ten years. 

Repeal Oil and Gas Fee Prohibition and Mandatory Permit Funds. — The Adminis- 
tration proposes to repeal portions of Section 365 of the Energy Policy Act, begin- 
ning in 2013. Section 365 diverted mineral leasing receipts from the U.S. Treasury 
to a BLM Permit Processing Improvement Fund and also prohibited BLM from es- 
tablishing cost recovery fees for processing applications for oil and gas permits to 
drill. Congress has implemented permit fees through appropriations language for 
the last several years and the 2012 budget proposes to continue this practice. Start- 
ing in 2013, upon elimination of the fee prohibition, BLM will promulgate regula- 
tions to administratively establish fees for applications for permits to drill. In com- 
bination with normal discretionary appropriations, these cost recovery fees will then 
replace the permit fees set annually through appropriations language and the man- 
datory permit fund, which would also be repealed starting in 2013. Savings from 
terminating this mandatory funding are estimated at $20 million in 2013 and $57 
million over three years. 

Geothermal Energy Receipts. — The Administration proposes to repeal Section 
224(b) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. Prior to passage of this legislation, geo- 
thermal revenues were split between the Federal government and States, with 50 
percent directed to States, and 50 percent to the Treasury. The Energy Policy Act 
of 2005 changed this distribution beginning in 2006 to direct 50 percent to States, 
25 percent to counties, and for a period of five years, 25 percent to a new BLM Geo- 
thermal Steam Act Implementation Fund. The allocations to the new BLM geo- 
thermal fund were discontinued a year early through a provision in the 2010 Inte- 
rior Appropriations Act. The repeal of Section 224(b) will permanently discontinue 
payments to counties and restore the disposition of Federal geothermal leasing reve- 
nues to the historical formula of 50 percent to the States and 50 percent to the 
Treasury. This results in savings of $6.5 million in 2012 and $74 million over ten 
years. 

Deep Gas and Deepwater Incentives. — The Administration proposes to repeal Sec- 
tion 344 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. Section 344 mandated royalty incentives 
for certain “deep gas” production on the OCS. This change will help ensure that 
Americans receive fair value for federally owned mineral resources. Based on cur- 
rent oil and gas price projections, the budget does not assume savings from this 
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change; however, the proposal could generate savings to the Treasury if future nat- 
ural gas prices end up below current projections. 

Repeal of Authorities to Accept Royalty Payments In Kind. — The Administration 
proposes to solidify a recent Departmental reform terminating the Royalty-in-Kind 
program by repealing all Interior authorities to accept future royalties through this 
program. This change will help increase confidence that future royalty payments 
will be properly accounted for. The budget does not assume savings from this 
change because the Administration does not anticipate restarting the program; how- 
ever, if enacted, this proposal would provide additional certainty that a new Roy- 
alty-in-Kind program would not be initiated at some point in the future. 

Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act. — The Administration proposes to reau- 
thorize this Act, eliminating the 2011 sunset date and allowing lands identified as 
suitable for disposal in recent land use plans to be sold using the Act’s authority. 
The Act’s sales revenues would continue to be used to fund the acquisition of envi- 
ronmentally sensitive lands and the administrative costs associated with conducting 
sales. 

Federal Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamps. — Federal Migratory 
Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamps, commonly known as Duck Stamps, were 
originally created in 1934 as the annual Federal license required for hunting migra- 
tory waterfowl. Today, 98 percent of the receipts generated from the sale of these 
$15.00 stamps are used to acquire important migratory bird areas for migration, 
breeding, and wintering. The price of the Duck Stamp has not increased since 1991, 
while the cost of land and water has increased significantly. The Administration 
proposes to increase these fees to $25.00 per stamp per year, beginning in 2012. In- 
creasing the price of Duck Stamps will bring the estimate for the Migratory Bird 
Conservation account to approximately $58 million. With these increased receipts, 
the Department anticipates additional acquisition of approximately 7,000 acres in 
fee and approximately 10,000 acres in conservation easement in 2012. Total acres 
acquired for 2012 would then be approximately 28,000 acres in fee title and 47,000 
acres in perpetual conservation easements. 

Compact of Free Association. — On September 3, 2010, the U.S. and the Republic 
of Palau successfully concluded the review of the Compact of Free Association and 
signed a 15-year agreement that includes a package of assistance through 2024. 
Under the agreement, Palau committed to undertake economic, legislative, financial, 
and management reforms. The conclusion of the agreement reaffirms the close part- 
nership between the U.S. and the Republic of Palau. Permanent and indefinite fund- 
ing for the compact expired at the end of 2010. The 2012 budget seeks to authorize 
permanent funding for the Compact as it strengthens the foundations for economic 
development by developing public infrastructure, and improving health care and 
education. Compact funding will also undertake one or more infrastructure projects 
designed to support Palau’s economic development efforts. The Republic of Palau 
has a strong track record of supporting the U.S. and its location is strategically 
linked to Guam and U.S. operations in Kwajalein Atoll. The cost for this proposal 
for 2012-2021 is $188.5 million. 

Extend Service First Authority. — The budget includes legislative language to ex- 
tend authority for the Service First program. The laws creating Service First give 
Interior and Agriculture the authority to establish pilot programs that leverage joint 
resources. Service First allows certain land management agencies to conduct activi- 
ties jointly or on behalf of one another; collocate in Federal offices or leased facili- 
ties; make reciprocal delegations of respective authorities, duties, and responsibil- 
ities; and transfer funds and provide reimbursements on an annual basis, including 
transfers and reimbursements for multi-year projects. This authority is currently set 
to expire at the end of 2011. The extension included in the budget will make the 
Service First authority permanent to continue these arrangements that have saved 
costs and improved effectiveness. 


CONCLUSION 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the President’s 2012 budget request 
for the Department of the Interior. I want to reiterate my appreciation for the long- 
standing support of your Committee. We have a tremendous opportunity to improve 
the future for our children and grandchildren with smart investments. This budget 
has fiscal discipline and restraint, but it includes forward looking investments. For 
America to be at its best and win the future, we need lands that are healthy, waters 
that are clean, and an expanded range of energy options to power our economy. I 
look forward to working with you to implement this budget. This concludes my writ- 
ten statement. I am happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much. 
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Secretary, let me ask first about the issue that Senator Mur- 
kowski mentioned in her comments. That is this Wild Lands Policy 
that you’ve announced. As I understand you, you issued a Secre- 
tarial Order directing the Bureau of Land Management to inven- 
tory public lands with wilderness characteristics and to use that in- 
formation in the Land Use Planning Process. 

The concern that’s been raised or one of the concerns has been 
that your action in the Secretarial Order might be an effort to over- 
ride the authority of Congress to designate wilderness areas and 
replace that or substitute for that. Could you describe what is in- 
volved in this Wild Lands Policy and how you see it benefiting the 
country? 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you. Chairman Bingaman. 

The Wild Lands Policy and the Secretarial Order that I issued, 
from my point of view, is something that is required by law. Circuit 
courts have ruled on the mandamus responsibility of the Secretary 
of Interior and the BLM to have an inventory of lands of the wil- 
derness characteristics under Sections 201 and 202 of FLITMA. So 
we are moving forward with creating that kind of inventory be- 
cause first of all it is a requirement of us to do it under the law, 
in my view. 

Second of all, from my point of view, as we manage the public 
estate for the United States it’s important that we also, as we man- 
age it for oil and gas and for so many other purposes that we also 
manage it for its wilderness characteristics. 

You think about the public estate of the BLM, some 245 million 
acres. There are about 41 million of those acres that are leased for 
oil and gas production. When you combine the wilderness areas 
designated by Congress and the WSAs which were put into place 
beforehand, you’re talking about only maybe 8 to 9 million acres. 
It’s a much smaller percentage, obviously than is what leased out 
there for oil and gas. So conservation, in my view, is a key part 
of how we ought to manage the BLM lands that we do have. 

Now there are a couple of points that I think are essential. I 
know Senator Barrasso, others, are interested in what this order 
will do and its consequence. 

First, they’re very clearly if you read the order carefully there is 
language that I inserted in there that says that existing rights are 
protected. So we’re not going to come in and undo any existing 
rights. 

Second, we do not intend to usurp the authority of Congress. I 
recognize and I say it here on the record that it’s Congress’ respon- 
sibility and Congress’ authority to designate additional wilderness 
areas. That’s not my job as Secretary of the Interior. 

I think if you will look at what we have done with the wilderness 
designations in the past. They have been done in by both Demo- 
crats and by Republicans. In fact many of the bills that have been 
introduced on our public lands for this year in this Congress to des- 
ignate wilderness have been introduced by Republicans. So there’s 
certainly areas for designation as wilderness within the public es- 
tate. 

Finally I ask you also to read the order carefully because within 
the order there also are provisions in there that recognize that im- 
pairment can occur when you have lands with wilderness charac- 
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teristics if there is another multiple use purpose that should over- 
ride the wilderness characteristic purpose of a particular land. So 
it provides a kind of flexibility that allows the BLM to have a road 
map with which to manage the entire public estate. 

The Chairman. Thank you. 

Let me ask also about the issue of drilling in the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf. I know you’ve spent a lot of time over many months 
here focused on how to put in place the appropriate safety pre- 
cautions for drilling, particularly deep water drilling. I think you 
now just this week, perhaps, begun once again the issuance of per- 
mits in that area. 

Could you give us a short status report as to where things are 
and what you see as the prospect for additional issuance of permits 
for deep water drilling in the Outer Continental Shelf? 

Secretary Salazar. Mr. Chairman, it’s an issue where I obvi- 
ously, along with the Deputy Secretary and with Michael 
Bromwich, have spent a good amount of our time in making sure 
that we’re moving forward with a safe ocean energy program. Let 
me say the following because I think it’s important for this com- 
mittee to know. 

No. 1, I think the policy that we have in place is unmistakably 
clear. We are moving forward with the development of oil and gas 
including in the deep waters of America. That’s a statement and 
position the President has made clear. It’s a statement that I have 
made clear as well. 

No. 2 and as importantly, it is important for this committee, es- 
pecially for this committee and for me to understand the impor- 
tance of doing it in a way that will provide safety and environ- 
mental protections. The methodology of what had existed for 30 
years that you could not have a Maconda well blow up in U.S. 
waters was blown up on April 20th of last year. So we are in a post 
Maconda well situation. 

We have been working closely with industry and with others to 
make sure that we are doing oil and gas productions and permit- 
ting it in a safe way in America’s oceans. Earlier on when we im- 
posed the moratorium, it was the correct thing to do, from my point 
of view, because the Maconda well was spewing out some 50,000 
barrels of oil a day into the Gulf of Mexico for 87 days. Since then 
there have been significant measures that have been taken by en- 
hanced regulations that involve cementing and casing and a whole 
host of other measures by the Bureau of Ocean Energy and Man- 
agement. 

Most recently on Eriday, Deputy Secretary and Michael 
Bromwich and I were in Houston where we actually reviewed the 
subsea containment mechanisms that have been put together by in- 
dustry. One called the Helix Project the other called the Marine 
Well Containment Corporation. Those systems are being stood up 
in order to be able to deal with a Maconda well type of situation. 

They’re not perfect yet. They’re moving in that direction. That’s 
going to be a work in progress. But based on the progress that has 
been made we felt comfortable enough to go ahead and issue the 
first of the deep water permits on Monday of this week. 

The Chairman. Senator Murkowski. 

Senator Murkowski. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Secretary, let me just follow up on that. The court ordered 
the Department of Interior to act on 5 of the pending deep water 
exploration permits within 30 days of that ruling. That was a cou- 
ple weeks ago. 

Are you on track then? You’ve issued the one to Noble. But are 
you on track for the remaining 4 given the court order? 

Secretary Salazar. The last time when I came I testified all the 
time and I didn’t let my Deputy Secretary testify. So I’m going to 
have him make a comment on this as well. But let me make an 
opening comment on this. 

That is you know, the judge in this particular case, in my view, 
is wrong. Will argue the case because I don’t believe that the court 
has a jurisdiction to basically tell the Department of Interior what 
my Administrative responsibilities are. So that will be argued in 
the court at the right time. The more important question I think 
that you raise is how are we moving forward? 

If you look at what we did on the shallow water permitting issue 
and some of these wells in the shallow water are very deep. We’re 
already at the point where we have 37 permits that have been 
issued. Those rigs are out there already working in the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

The Noble permit which was issued on Monday is a very deep 
permit that will go, I believe, some three and a half miles into the 
ocean floor to some very deep places. But we know a lot about that 
formation. We know a lot about the pressures. So we feel safe in 
that. 

There are other deep water permit applications that are pending. 
The ones that will go out the door will hopefully be the templates 
that will allow us to move forward with an additional, significant 
number of deep well permits that I expect will be issued. 

David, do you want to comment briefly on that question because 
I know it’s a very important question not only to Senator Mur- 
kowski but others on the committee. 

Mr. Hayes. Certainly, Mr. Secretary. 

Senator, we will comply with the court order and make a decision 
up or down on the pending permits that were identified in the 
court order within the timeframe required. Just to provide addi- 
tional context and give a little feel for what is in play. In the shal- 
low water we’ve received 47 applications for shallow water permit- 
ting since the moratorium. 37 of those 47 have been approved. 
There are only 7 pending and under active consideration. 

In the deep water we are only now able to begin issuing the per- 
mits because only now has industry been able to demonstrate con- 
tainment capability. So we expect that the first permit is far from 
the last permit. The first permit we granted on Monday. 

Thank you. 

Senator Murkowski. We certainly hope so. 

Let me ask a couple questions here on the fees on non-producing 
leases. This relates to both onshore and offshore. As you know up 
north, we’re in a situation where we have onshore producers that 
are looking to advance on the NPRA, but we haven’t been able to 
get the permits to advance a bridge so that we can explore. Off- 
shore Shell has been waiting for 5 years now to get their permits 
to go offshore. 
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Is it the position of the Department that penalties for non-pro- 
ducing whether onshore in NPRA or offshore in the Chukchi would 
be assessed if it’s the agency that is holding up the production or 
the attempt to produce? I’m trying to understand what this means 
for us in Alaska because we’re trying our hardest to get to produc- 
tion. It is the Federal Government: it is the agencies that are keep- 
ing us from doing this. 

But if the Department’s approach is going to be: “We’re going to 
assess fees, we’re going to assess penalties because you haven’t 
been producing,” this is a real issue for us. So I’m trying to under- 
stand where this might take us. 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you. Senator Murkowski. 

Let me just say at the outset I think it’s important for all of us 
to know the context that there are huge swaths of the public estate 
that are out there that have been leased to oil and gas companies 
which simply are not being produced on the onshore itself. We have 
41.2 million acres of land that we have leased much of which has 
been leased under my watch. Yet we only have 12.2 million acres 
that are actually producing on the onshore. 

In the offshore we have a total of 38 million acres of OCS that 
has been leased to get only 6.3 million acres that are actually in 
production. Now I recognize the fact that it takes time to go out 
and to do the seismic and the exploration and the development of 
these fields. The fee that is in the President’s budget will be im- 
posed in a way that we will work out the details of how exactly 
that will be imposed. 

But let me say this. On permits, especially, the ones that you 
speak about, the NPRA, we are working to try to see how we could 
move forward with that. The BLM had proposed the approval of a 
necessary bridge to allow the development of CDS. We are con- 
tinuing to work on that to see how we can make that happen. 

As we have spoken as well it was our view that as we move for- 
ward with developing additional information so that we can look at 
how oil and gas might be developed safely in a smart way in the 
Arctic. We had prepared to move forward with the Shell permit. 
We will see how that moves forward as additional permits are re- 
quired into the next season. 

Senator Murkowski. Mr. Secretary, I did not hear you say that 
there will not be fees imposed for non-producing leases if it is in 
fact our own Federal agencies that are prohibiting any production. 
In both of these cases it’s EPA that has held us off at every turn. 
So I would certainly like the assurance that as long as there is the 
effort being made that we’re not going to be penalized when it’s the 
Federal Government that is holding us back. 

Secretary Salazar. Let me have either David or Pam maybe 
flush this out a little bit. But it seems to me the concept here is 
that we want diligence and the development of the public estate. 
OK? 

So the monetary fee will produce a kind of diligence that hope- 
fully will move forward with additional development and produc- 
tion. I don’t believe — and Pam, you don’t have to write me a note. 
Just I’m going to ask you a question. 

[Laughter.] 
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Secretary Salazar. But the question I think is whether the $4 
fee per acre will he applied everywhere or how are we going to bi- 
furcate between those areas that may be in the situation as the 
Bulford and the Chukchi are today verses other areas. I would ex- 
pect Pam or David correct me on this if this is something that we 
would be working on with 0MB and with the Congress to figure 
out exactly how we’re going to do it. 

Senator Murkowski. I would suggest that $5 billion by Shell 
demonstrates a due diligence over a 5-year period. I would like to 
get some clarification on this if this advances. I’m well over my 
time but this is an extraordinarily important issue not only for us 
in Alaska, but throughout the country. 

Secretary Salazar. I agree with you. I mean, you know, the due 
diligence concepts on natural resource development are shredded 
in — are a part of the culture of the development of our natural re- 
sources and our water resources in this country. I do agree with 
you that there has been due diligence that has been shown there. 

Now how we’re going to tease that out, Pam I want you to speak 
about that a little bit. 

Ms. Haze. Sure. 

Secretary Salazar. Or if David you have some comments on it 
as well. 

Ms. Haze. We’re developing the draft legislation with 0MB right 
now. So it’s in the discussion stage with some words on paper. 

The intention is clearly to incentivize and not punish. So as the 
Secretary said, that’s something we’ll have discussions about and 
work with you on. 

The Chairman. Any other comment on this? 

Secretary Salazar. Do you have any comment on it? 

Mr. Hayes. Only comment, Mr. Chairman and Senator, is that 
a very large number of these acreage have no activity whatsoever. 
So the intent is only to incentivize either the beginning of some ac- 
tivity or and if not, provide a put it back so that others can bid 
on the leases who would be willing to go forward and do it. There’s 
no intent to dis-incentivize those who are doing development work 
like Shell. 

Senator Murkowski. I understand that. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man for the indulgence here. 

I think it will critically important as we develop this though 
to recognize that things are not equal around the country. When 
you are exploring and producing in an Arctic region where by law 
we limit you to a season of 3 months it takes longer to produce on 
a lease in certain areas. I hope that those types of factors are con- 
sidered as well. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Senator Wyden. 

Senator Wyden. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, good 
to have you and I remember when you sat next to me up here. 

Secretary Salazar. Down here. You were down here in those 
days. Look how far you’ve moved up. 

Senator Wyden. I remember it well. I remember it well. 

Secretary, as you know when the oil and gas companies drill on 
public lands they’re required to pay royalties. Now this week the 
government auditors, the folks at the General Accounting Office, 
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Inspector General, said there continue to be significant manage- 
ment problems with royalty collection. They said the government 
is still too dependent on oil industry data. It’s not at all clear that 
taxpayers are getting what these companies owe. It may be a very 
substantial sum. 

In your view, how much money is out there that’s owed and is 
not being collected? What’s being done to finally turn this around? 
As you know this has gone on for a long, long time. 

But the government auditors said just a couple of days ago that 
there continue to be significant problems. 

So one, what’s owed? 

Two, what’s being done to finally get on top of this and get this 
program on track? 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you. Senator Wyden. If I may, just a 
quick response on Senator Murkowski. We will work on the dili- 
gence issues with you and with your staff. I just wanted to make 
sure that we were closing the loop on that. 

On the collection issue. Senator Wyden, and what we do to col- 
lect revenues at the Department of the Interior. Let me first con- 
gratulate you and thank you for the focus that you had on MMS 
long before the Deep Water Horizon and trying to make sure that 
the American taxpayer was getting a fair return for the use of the 
American taxpayer’s property. In part because of your suggestions 
and your work we have eliminated programs like the Royalty in 
Kind Program because of the conflict issues and other problems 
that were in that agency. 

As part of the reorganization of this part of the Department of 
Interior what we have done is we have created an Office of Natural 
Resource Revenue which is focused exclusively on that issue of rev- 
enue collections. So I expect that some of the — there are — we have 
made progress. I expect that some of the remaining issues with re- 
spect to the natural resource revenue we will be able to address. 

Let me ask David to comment on that since that’s an operating 
issue as well. 

Senator Wyden. Specifically, Mr. Hayes, I mean this is a current 
analysis. I mean, these auditors saying are the problems are ongo- 
ing. They exist today. The agency is too dependent on industry 
data. It’s not possible to determine what taxpayers are getting rel- 
ative to what’s owed. 

What’s the status in terms of cleaning up those kinds of prob- 
lems? 

Mr. Hayes. Senator, We are working very hard on that as we 
proceed. In fact we have management consultants who are in our 
offices in Lakewood in Colorado helping us to ensure that we have 
good systems in place. Probably most importantly as the Secretary 
identified, we’re trying to look at systemic change that will reduce 
a reliance on industry supplied data. 

The Royalty in Kind program elimination is a good example of 
that. The other example that we are actively considering is to move 
away from the deduction for processing and transportation of oil in 
the royalty collection effort. 

Senator Wyden. Can you give me a ball park in terms of how 
much money it is that we’re coming up short on? That’s the con- 
cern. 
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Mr. Hayes. Yes, we’re working with the GAO on that. I know 
they testified yesterday. They indicated they’re not sure of the 
amount. We’re going to work with them. We’ll work with you to 
share the information we can come up with. 

Senator Wyden. How soon can you get us that information? Can 
you get us that within a couple of weeks? 

Mr. Hayes. We’ll certainly try. 

Senator Wyden. I mean the point is this is relevant to the budg- 
et. 

Mr. Hayes. Yes. 

Senator Wyden. I mean we’re forced now to make these very, 
very difficult decisions and the estimates, as you know, range from 
billions to smaller amounts. So we need that information. Can I 
have it in 2 weeks? 

Secretary Salazar. Let me say you’ll have it as soon as we can 
get it to you. Senator Wyden. It may be sooner than 2 weeks. 

Senator Wyden. Good. 

Secretary Salazar. Let me just say the GAO, I think, in their 
testimony has said that we are — have been working closely with 
them to take their advice which frankly had not happened before. 
It’s a major issue for us. I have directed the BLM to do a study 
that will provide us some of this additional information. 

I just asked them when that would be done. She says that the 
study that looks at the central question of whether or not the 
American taxpayer is getting a fair return on the resource that 
we’re allowing to be developed that whether the collections are 
being done in the best way possible that that will be done in the 
fall. But I will give you an update within 2 weeks. Senator Wyden. 

Senator Wyden. Very good. 

Let me ask you one other quick question. Did you know this com- 
mittee put together the Timber Payments law, the County Pay- 
ments bill? Under the program the Bureau of Land Management 
makes payments to Oregon’s O and C counties. In the budget re- 
quest there is no funding for the Timber Payments Program in the 
Bureau of Land Management budget. 

So we’re trying to figure out exactly what’s happened. I can see 
in your expression that you’re puzzled too. But in effect the part 
of the program run by the Bureau of Land Management now seems 
to be shifted to the Forest Service. We’re trying to explain how the 
money is actually going to get to these rural communities that are 
just on life support for all practical purposes. 

Ms. Haze, can you give us some direction on it? Because we can’t 
figure out what portion of the County Payments Program is going 
to come from the Forest Service? What your role is going to be? 
Particularly where they’re going to get the money they used to get 
from you all? 

Secretary Salazar. Senator Wyden, I’ll have Pam comment on 
the split between Forest and BLM. 

Senator Wyden. Right. Good. 

Secretary Salazar. But according to Secretary Vilsack, the 
money in the President’s budget for these payments is about $328 
million. That’s in the USDA Forest Service budget. 

As you know since my time here in the Senate it was an issue 
that I worked with you on. I was very concerned about. We con- 
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tinue to work with the rural communities in Oregon to see how we 
can pilot some of the timber harvesting efforts that I believe would 
be helpful for the economies of these rural communities. 

Let me ask Pam though to describe for you to the extent that we 
know at this point in time how the $328 million that will go 
through the Forest Service budget a part of which is to go through 
the BLM budget how that ultimately will impact the O and C coun- 
ties. 

Pam. 

Ms. Haze. So the 2012 budget for the Forest Service includes as 
the Secretary said, $328 million to the first year of a 5-year re-au- 
thorization to come in behind the secure rural schools that’s expir- 
ing. They put the full amount of funding in the Forest Service as 
opposed to splitting it between Forest Service and BLM. The budg- 
et says that the Administration is open to discussions with Con- 
gress about whether this should be a discretionary or mandatory 
appropriation. 

So at this point it’s not viewed as a split in payments. It’s all sit- 
ting in Forest Service. 

Senator Wyden. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I’ll need to go over 
this with you further because we’re still baffled about how the 
BLM funds are going to get out there. But I’m way over my time. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Hoeven. 

Senator Hoeven. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Secretary, good to 
see you again. Thank you for your visits to our State. Been there 
a number of times and of course, even some times when we had 
some serious flooding and you were there to help out. We appre- 
ciate that very much. 

One of the things I’d like to talk to you about for just a minute 
is the oil and gas development in Western North Dakota in the 
Williston Basin areas. This affects you directly through BLM lands 
that you have. It also affects you directly through the BIA because 
of the reservations we have. There is significant oil and gas devel- 
opment on the reservations which is tremendous benefit to the 
tribes as well as, you know, to our State and creates not only more 
energy but employment opportunities and revenue to the tribe. 

One of the things that we’re working on right now though in- 
volves uses which is under your purview. The Bakken Formation 
was originally identified as having about 2 billion barrels of oil re- 
coverable under the USGS survey that was done. So I’ve been talk- 
ing to Brenda Pierce about coming back and having the USGS do 
an updated survey with the North Dakota Geological Survey. We’d 
do it together with you jointly. 

I know that, you know, resources are tight and that there are 
many demands on USGS to do analyses around the country. But 
we have a unique situation in that we’re looking at both at the 
Bakken Formation and the Three Forks Formation. The last study 
done, as I say, identified 2 billion plus recoverable barrels, far more 
that oil in plays. 

But some of the companies that are in there now producing a tre- 
mendous amount of oil. We’ll produce an excess of 120 million bar- 
rels of oil this year which is a significant benefit obviously to our 
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country, feel that there’s significantly more recoverable reserves 
there. So USGS coming back and working with the State of North 
Dakota to do an updated study would help bring resource develop- 
ment to that area. 

Not just oil companies because we have them in there. But some 
of the infrastructure development, some of the housing develop- 
ment, restaurants, all those kinds of things which not only off res- 
ervation but on reservation bring that private investment if people 
and companies understand that there’s a significant level of recov- 
erable reserves there. So I think it represents a great opportunity 
and should be a real priority for USGS. 

Brenda Pierce has been very good to work with but again this 
is a resource issue. But it has tremendous revenue potential for the 
tribes, for our State, for the Federal Government because these oil 
companies and the revenues that they generate. So I would ask 
one, I guess, if you’re aware of it. 

Two, if you’d be willing to look into it and really lend your weight 
and your support to this effort. I think it’s a real opportunity. 

Secretary Salazar. The answer to that. Senator Hoeven, is yes. 
We absolutely will. I will make sure. Ask David and Pam to help 
me follow up with Dr. McNutt and with Brenda. 

I know the potential in North Dakota. I have visited there. You 
are correct that there has been a lot of new geophysical information 
that has been developed. It seems it would be timely for us to do 
an update on the USGS study. 

You also are very correct in putting your finger on the possibility 
of bringing some economic development to oil and gas development 
production on tribal lands. I personally visited the Fort Berthold 
Reservation where frankly it was incredulous to me that in the 
past there was no oil and gas production there because it was tak- 
ing so long and so many bureaucratic hoops at getting permits. So 
we developed a one stop shop permitting process at Fort Berthold 
and are working with the tribes to make sure that they are able 
to develop their resources. So it’s a high priority within BIA. 

But you’re right. You know the economy of your State. But 
there’s huge potential there. 

Senator Hoeven. That help with BIA has been very important. 
We’re going to need it going forward both for continued oil and gas 
development but also they’re working on a refinery project. So 
we’re going to need Department of Interior’s help. So we appreciate 
that help. We’re going to continue to need it. 

The other thing is touch on for just a minute. You talked about 
renewable energy development. Would you touch on that for just a 
minute in the remaining time? 

Secretary Salazar. We are working very hard on renewable en- 
ergy projects that are located on public lands. Some that are lo- 
cated on private lands where there’s a Federal nexus. Much of the 
activity has been focused in California because of Governor 
Schwarzenegger’s leadership there and because of their legal struc- 
ture and the potential of solar in the deserts of California and Ne- 
vada and Arizona. 

But we believe that there is strong potential in many other 
states on renewable energy. So as part of the conversation with the 
Western Governors just this last weekend we spoke about how we 
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could expand those efforts beyond where the focus has been. I be- 
lieve specifically that with North Dakota when you look at the key 
issue that we have with renewable energy in North Dakota we 
have the best wind in North Dakota but we have the constriction 
of transmission. 

So we have put together a team which includes Secretary Chu 
and Chairman Wellinghoff from FERC and other key people who 
are trying to look at the creation of what we call foundation lines 
that will help us deal with the transmission issue. I will note par- 
enthetically that just in the last 2 years since I became Secretary 
we have permitted about 5,000 miles of transmission on public 
lands mostly in the West. I don’t know that any of them involve 
North Dakota. 

But it’s something that we’re keenly aware of. Harnessing the 
power of the wind in North Dakota and being able to move that 
power down into consuming cities like Chicago is something that 
I know is of high priority to the President. It’s a high priority to 
us. 

Senator Hoeven. Thank you, Secretary. I appreciate that. 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you. Senator. 

The Chairman. Senator Franken. 

Senator Franken. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I’m pleased that Senator Hoeven 
asked you about development of energy projects in Indian country. 
That’s something that as a member of the Indian Affairs Com- 
mittee and of this committee that I’m obviously very interested in. 
We’re of course right next to North Dakota and our wind is very 
good to and closer to Chicago. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Franken. So but not to sound too parochial. But I do 
want to get into some cuts in the Bureau of Reclamation budget, 
especially the $146 million cut in for water projects. This is a major 
issue in Southwestern Minnesota which is a rural part of my State 
that doesn’t have enough water. It’s killing economic development 
in the region. 

To help these communities as well as many in South Dakota and 
Iowa, Congress authorized the Lewis and Clark Water Project for 
$274 million back in 2000. Are you familiar with the project? 

Secretary Salazar. I am. 

Senator Franken. OK. The State and local communities in Min- 
nesota have already paid their full share for this project. So it’s my 
job to make sure the Federal share comes through. 

I know that the President shares my view that we need to invest 
in infrastructure projects to create jobs right now. That’s exactly 
the type of project we need to do that. The $493,000 in this budget 
proposal is virtually nothing to move this forward. 

At this rate the project will literally never get done. I just do not 
believe that’s fair to the communities that have put up their full 
share. Communities like Luverne or Worthington or any of the oth- 
ers who’ve paid their full share and are waiting for the Federal 
Government to pull its weight. 

You talked in your testimony about broken promises. This feels 
like, to me, like a broken promise to those states and those commu- 
nities. When you’re considering annual funding for rural water 
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projects how does your prioritization account for whether or not the 
local funding share has already been paid if State and local share 
has been paid for all 7 rural water projects funded in the FY 2012 
budget? 

Secretary Salazar. Senator Franken, let me just say that the 
Lewis and Clark project is a priority project for us. We want to fig- 
ure out a way of moving it forward. You, I know, are aware that 
just from the Recovery Act funds I directed $59 million plus just 
to go into advancing the Lewis and Clark project. I know it’s not 
complete and we have a lot more work to do. 

Senator Franken. At this rate it will never get done. It just will 
never get done. 

Senator Franken. The 493, I don’t know what it could do. It 
could probably maintain what’s been built so far, maybe. 

Secretary Salazar. I think there are different components of the 
project that are moving forward. As I said at the beginning, you 
know, this is a tough choices kind of budget. There are a lot of 
places that are being hurt and impacted. 

I want to find a way in moving this project forward because I 
know the importance of that project. I know the fact, the impor- 
tance of honoring the investments that have been made both by the 
locals as well as by the Federal Government in moving the project 
to where it’s at today. So it’s one of those things where we need 
to keep figuring out ways of moving forward. 

It relates in large part, I think, to the infrastructure needs that 
we have in the United States of America relative to our water sup- 
ply projects because it’s not just the Lewis and Clark diversion. I 
think in almost every place around the country you will find huge 
needs with respect to our infrastructure. 

Senator Franken. But I had a particular question. I don’t know 
if maybe Mr. Hayes or Ms. Haze knows the answer to this. But 
have the State and local shares been paid for all 7 rural water 
projects funded in the FY 2012 budget? 

Secretary Salazar. I think for the Lewis and Clark, it has been 
paid. The local 

Senator Franken. Yes, that was my point. 

Secretary Salazar. The local share has been paid. 

Senator Franken. That’s my point. In other words what are local 
communities to think if they hold up their end of the bargain on 
a water project or any other project and then they start to build 
it and all the building starts? I mean this feels like a waste of 
money if you start something and then it’s not funded. 

The Federal Government doesn’t hold up its end. 

Secretary Salazar. Let me tell you, we, if I had my way, we 
would be fully funding it and I mean, done it. OK? 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Franken. OK. 

Secretary Salazar. The question here is the budget and there 
are specifics probably with the Lewis and Clark project and let me 
ask either the Deputy Secretary or the 

Senator Franken. Maybe we can do that later, right? I mean? 

Secretary Salazar. If that is your wish where they would? 

Senator Franken. Do you have an answer? Oh, you do? OK. 
Thank you. 
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Ms. Haze. 

Ms. Haze. Yes, sir. In allocating the money across the projects 
that are in the budget what the Bureau of Reclamation uses to 
prioritize and where they focus the resources is based on 3 things. 

The first is operations and maintenance is a first priority. So as 
you were saying if there’s an operation, ongoing operation need 
that gets a high priority as opposed to construction which would be 
a lower priority. 

Based on Federal law and to protect the Federal investment al- 
ready made. 

Then the third is on reservation and off reservation populations. 

Then fourth the percentage of project completed. 

So they use those 4 factors to look at the rural water projects. 

Senator Franken. OK, I thought — that doesn’t answer my ques- 
tion. 

Ms. Haze. About whether they consider the investment made? 

Senator Franken. No, I asked have State and local shares been 
paid for all 7 rural water projects funded in the FY 2012 budget? 

If you have to get back to me on that, it’s fine. 

Secretary Salazar. Yes, let me do 

Senator Franken. But that was my question. 

Secretary Salazar. Yes, Senator Franken, let me get back to you 
on the specific information on the 7 projects. My understanding is 
that the Lewis and Clark part has been paid the local share. But 
let me get back to you. 

Senator Franken. Yes, I know that we’ve paid. 

Secretary Salazar. They will have — I will have Commissioner 
Connor also just provide you an update on where we are on Lewis 
and Clark and how it is that 

Senator Franken. I’m glad that you said that if it was up to you 
it would be fully funded. We’ll see what we can do about getting 
things more up to you. 

Secretary Salazar. We would appreciate it. 

Senator Franken. Yes, I’ll talk to some people. 

[Laughter.] 

The Chairman. Why don’t we take a short recess? 

Let me just advise that Senator Landrieu is chairing another 
committee and has asked if she could come when we reconvene and 
ask her 5 minutes of questions. I’ve told her to plan to do that so 
she could come back here fairly quickly and start the hearing again 
in my absence. But we will startup as quickly as we can get b^ack 
after the vote. 

[Recess.] 

Senator Landrieu [presiding]. The meeting will come back to 
order. I thank everyone for joining us. The chairman will be back 
shortly as we’re in the middle of a vote. Some of the members are 
here so we’re going to continue our line of questioning. 

I thank Senator Bingaman for allowing me to take my time now. 
I’ve been chairing a Homeland Security Appropriations Committee, 
Mr. Secretary, all morning and was just not able to slip in here 
earlier to greet you. But I thank you for being before the Energy 
Committee this morning. 

I want to get right to the issue of the day for Louisiana and the 
Gulf Coast which is the permitting process in the Gulf of Mexico. 
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As you are keenly aware although the accident of the Deep Water 
Horizon didn’t have anything really to do with shallow water 
drillers it was in deep water. It was the first such explosion in over 
40 years. 

The shallow water permitting process has been severely im- 
pacted. Just to give you the numbers. 

In 2009 there were 16 shallow water permits issued in January. 

In 2012 — I’m sorry in 2010, there were 12. 

This January that we just passed there were 2 shallow water 
permits that were not the cause nor were they close to the accident 
in the deep water. The technology is exceedingly different. 

So my first question will be about shallow water. 

My second will be about deep water. 

But Mr. Secretary, what are you specifically doing to get these 
permits increased so our people can get back to work? As I said 
when I greeted you I wished that you had brought some in your 
pocket this morning. But go ahead. 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you very much. Senator Landrieu. 

I believe that I have probably been to Louisiana as much as I 
have been to any other State in large part because of our need to 
deal with issues of oil and gas in the Gulf As well to deal with the 
restoration of the Gulf of Mexico and the programs that you care 
so much about. So I look very much forward to continuing to work 
with you on the whole set of panoply of issues in the Gulf of Mexico 
where we respect the permits near the cathartic experience of April 
20th required us to make sure that we are moving forward to stand 
up an agency that would be robust. Would be able to do the right 
job in terms of protecting the environment and protecting people 
and allow oil and gas exploration to move forward. 

Would say very quickly our policy is clear. That is that we sup- 
port exploration and development in both the shallow waters and 
in the deep waters. We have moved forward to develop the kinds 
of standards that will allow us to meet our safety and environ- 
mental objectives as well. 

In the shallow water the last number that I saw and I’ll have 
David talk just a little bit about numbers, is that we have issued 
37 well permits for the shallow water. I think there are a number 
that are pending in the deep water. As I know we communicated 
to your office on Monday we issued the first deep water permit. 

Let me have David give a little more texture though as to the 
pathway forward on permits because I know that’s a key issue for 
you. 

Senator Landrieu. You can be as specific as possible and as brief 
as possible. 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, Senator, on both scores. On the shallow water 
we have received 47 applications since the moratorium. 37 of the 
47 have already been approved. Seven are pending. So we are con- 
tinuing to process those on a regularized basis. 

Then on the deep water 

Senator Landrieu. Is that for shallow or deep? 

Mr. Hayes. That’s for shallow. So 47 received. 37 already ap- 
proved. Seven pending. So I believe that 3 have been sent back for 
more information. 
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Then on deep water we’ve received 18 permits. 12 were returned 
for more information. We’ve already approved one on Monday. We 
expect now that the containment system is available to be approv- 
ing more. 

Senator Landrieu. OK. But another to say that and this is my 
last question because I’ve got to leave or comment. 18 deep water 
have been applied for. 12 have been returned. One has been issued. 

So I add 18 plus 12 is 30. So 30 are trying to get operational 
again. You all have issued one. 

So when applications are returned what I’m hearing, Mr. Sec- 
retary, from the industry is they’re returning them to us because 
we’re not sure of the requirements that they are requesting of us. 
I know the containment was an issue. That’s being fixed with the 
Helix system and the larger system. So that is one area. 

But what I’m still hearing from the industry is there’s uncer- 
tainty. They’re still, you know, getting mixed signals from the office 
down in the Gulf as well as from up here. So I’m going to crunch 
these numbers, you know, again, with you. 

But for the deep water permits we’ve issued one. But there are 
other applications pending. For shallow water just because they’re 
returned, you know, doesn’t mean that they’re not intent upon 
drilling. 

Again, I’ll just go back to just the shallow water numbers. Again, 
in January 2009 there were 16 shallow water permits operating. 
Then the next year there were 12 were issued. This January it was 
2. 

We’re so far off the historic level. We’ve got to get it back up as 
quickly as possible. I just urge you to continue to do everything 
that you can to do so. 

Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Salazar. I think the numbers just, if I may. Senator 
Landrieu, I think David — the numbers I think are — repeat the 
numbers so we make that we’re all 

Senator Landrieu. It will be clear what we have. 

Mr. Hayes. Just to be clear. Senator. It’s not a total of 18 and 
12. There have only been 18 applications filed. 

Senator Landrieu. OK. 

Mr. Hayes. Twelve of those 18 were returned. 

Senator Landrieu. Twelve returned. OK, so it’s 18 that are 
pending and one, not 30, but 18 deep water either pending or try- 
ing to get to the point 

Mr. Hayes. Right. 

Senator Landrieu. Where they can be examined and one issued. 

Mr. Hayes. Until literally last week there was no containment 
capability being shown by any of the permit applicants. Now that 
is in place for on a well by well basis. So we’re very pleased to be 
able to move forward and begin granting permits once again. 

Senator Landrieu. Mr. Chairman, just one more question. 

That’s again on a well by well basis. Some of these wells are very 
similar in the sense of their volume that they’re trying to produce. 
We know what these containment capabilities are now. 

I understand you’ve got to look at each individual permit and 
each individual well drilling plan. But if this equipment is suffi- 
cient you could say a more positive statement about we anticipate 
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that if you’re using the Helix system or you’re using the well con- 
tainment system, we anticipate no problem with your application. 
As opposed to the comments well, even though the containment 
systems are there we’re still going to take it well by well. 

I mean some of it is just language in terms of leaning forward 
so the industry gets some more positive signals. I would hope, Mr. 
Secretary, that you would take that in the spirit of constructive 
criticism. I hope that we can be a little bit more positive so that 
the industry gets some more positive signals from you all in the 
near future. 

Secretary Salazar. If I may, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman [presiding]. Sure. 

Secretary Salazar. A response to Senator Landrieu because this 
is a huge issue for the country that obviously goes beyond Lou- 
isiana and the Gulf We are doing everything we can to stand up 
the oil and gas production capability that we have in the Gulf of 
Mexico. But I will also tell you that given the lack of preparedness 
on the part of industry and the consequence of the Maconda well 
which was a nightmare that you and many people in this country 
lived through. 

It’s important that we get it right going forward. You know, I 
spent all of my Friday in Houston taking a look at the 2 contain- 
ment systems NWCC and the Helix containment system. It is no 
secret, I mean, there may be those who would go out and — it is no 
secret that there is still a lot of work to be done. 

There may be some who would go out and cheerlead and say we 
have the latest and greatest and it will deal completely with the 
problem. It is not the case. There’s still significant amount of work 
to be done with the NWCC system, a second chapter that is going 
to take a year or 2 to be able to develop. 

With respect to the Helix system those the ceiling cap itself was 
just tested in the last couple of weeks. So we have been doing ev- 
erything that we can knowing that it’s going to be a work in 
progress. But I think what should be unmistakably clear is that 
the policy that we have in this Administration is to support oil and 
gas drilling both in the shallow waters as well as in the deep 
waters. We just want to make sure that it’s done right and in an 
environmentally safe way. 

We recognize the importance of the production of oil as well as 
jobs. Very interestingly even in the last since the Maconda well, we 
continue to produce, very robustly, from the Gulf of Mexico. In fact 
the production has not been interrupted because of the actions that 
we’ve had to take since April 20. 

Senator Landrieu. But the jobs have. Thank you. 

The Chairman. Senator Barrasso. 

Senator Barrasso. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Secretary, welcome back to the committee. It’s always good to see 
you. 

A little earlier, Mr. Chair — Mr. Secretary, you mentioned some- 
thing about the importance of putting things into context. Associ- 
ated Press headline Monday of this week was “High Gas Prices 
Rattle Drivers and Businesses.” That’s the context. 

Oil topped $100 a barrel last week. Oil prices have been heading 
this way for months and just last week a USA Today headline, “If 
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Unrest Spreads Gas May Hit Five Dollars a Gallon.” They’re talk- 
ing about this summer. 

That’s what I hear about at home. It’s what I heard about at 
home in Wyoming this past weekend. It seems to me though that 
this Administration has put a virtual freeze on offshore drilling. 

The Department of Energy estimates that the domestic produc- 
tion will decrease at least 13 percent because of the shut down. 
Costly regulations are making all forms of energy more expensive. 
In the State of the Union, the President said he supported an all 
of the above energy strategy. 

Unfortunately the policies that I see coming out of the Adminis- 
tration don’t always match the words that are being spoken. I 
think when it comes to the Energy Policy this Administration is 
picking winners. It’s picking losers and has cutoffshore production. 

Recently announced it was slow progress on oil shale even 
though the Western United States has the largest known oil shale 
deposits in the world. The Office of Surface Mining has proposed 
coal mining regulations are going to jeopardize thousands of jobs. 
The Department’s Wild Lands Policy which you discussed a little 
earlier will further block energy production on public lands. 

The President recently said I’ll go anywhere, anytime to be a 
booster for American businesses, American workers and American 
products. So the question is, in your opinion, does domestic energy 
development boost American business, American workers and 
American products? 

Secretary Salazar. The answer to that is. Senator Barrasso, yes, 
indeed. That’s been the policy that this Administration has fol- 
lowed. I think when you look at any of the statistics which I could 
cite to you. But let me just cite a couple to you. 

In 2010, the issuance of 5,237 APDs onshore. 

In 2011, we expect to issue even more than that. The projection 
is that we’ll have 7,250 permits that are issued. 

We have 41 million acres of the public estate that are leased out 
offshore for oil and gas leasing. 

In the offshore we have 38 million acres. We are hopeful that 
we’ll be able to move forward with a new lease sale in the Gulf of 
Mexico this year. 

The efforts that we have put into developing a robust energy pro- 
gram in the oceans of America is central to this budget. So we need 
your support. Senator Barrasso and that of Congress in order to 
make sure that we have a robust Bureau of Ocean Energy Manage- 
ment which is one of the key issues that we addressed earlier on 
in the hearing. 

Senator Barrasso. Because in October 2010 the Administration 
issued new offshore drilling regulations. I have the Federal register 
here with the — from the Ilepartment of Interior. In justifying the 
new rules and its impact on American production, this is what your 
Department said. This is October 14. 

The impact on domestic deep water hydro carbon production as 
a result of these regulations is expected to be negative.” Expected 
to be negative. They go on in the same page. “Currently there is 
sufficient spare capacity in OPEC to offset a decrease in Gulf of 
Mexico deep water production that could occur as a result of this 
rule.” 
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I guess the question is do you still agree with that statement 
made by the Department? Don’t worry about domestic oil produc- 
tion. We can just get more from OPEC because that’s what the De- 
partment said in October? 

Secretary Salazar. Let me just say that our expectation on our 
conclusion is that we do not produce enough oil and gas — oil. Gas 
is a different subject. Oil in this country to influence the price of 
oil because it’s set on the world markets, OK? 

So what we do here in terms of production is not going to influ- 
ence the price of oil. The amount, for example, from Libya at 2 per- 
cent which I think is what is disrupted here. There are other ways 
in which that may be handled another issue that are — alternatives 
that are being looked at. 

But in terms of the Gulf of Mexico and production we continue 
to have a robust production as we did this last year. We expect to 
continue to have a robust production in 2011 as well. 

Senator Barrasso. I would hope that the Department would con- 
sider what another run up in oil prices would do to any sort of an 
economic recovery and make additional opportunities available for 
production in the United States. Because I just have a lot of con- 
cerns when I see the Department of Interior with a statement, 
“Currently there’s sufficient spare capacity in OPEC to offset a de- 
crease in Gulf of Mexico deep water production that could occur as 
a result of this rule,” a rule written by the Administration. Those 
are American jobs, American families, American businesses that 
are being impacted, jobs that are then just going overseas. 

Mr. Chairman, I know my time is up. Last year when the Sec- 
retary testified on the President’s budget, March 3, the committee 
didn’t actually receive responses to the questions submitted for the 
record until October 19, 7 months later. I think this lack of respon- 
siveness is something that is not right. 

I’m going to be submitting questions for the record today. I hope 
I can get your commitment, Mr. Secretary, that the Department 
will be able to get back with a much more timely response. 

Secretary Salazar. We will work on them and get back to you 
as soon as we can. Senator Barrasso. As you know my phone is al- 
ways available to you to call me on any of these questions. We have 
a lot of work to do in the Department. 

Standing up the new agency at the Bureau of Ocean Energy 
Management, looking at these oil spill containment issues and in 
every one of the states there are huge issues which we spend a lot 
of time on whether it’s in the State of Alaska or the State of Wyo- 
ming or the State of Utah. But we will attempt to get you the infor- 
mation that you asked. 

Senator Barrasso. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Senator Lee. 

Senator Lee. Secretary Salazar, thank you for your testimony 
today. As a fellow Westerner I welcome you to the committee. 

As you know two-thirds of my State, the State of Utah is owned 
by the Federal Government. The overwhelming majority of that, 42 
percent of all the land in Utah is owned and managed by the Bu- 
reau of Land Management. So we clearly have a lot of work to do 
together. 
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There are many areas of the Department’s budget that poten- 
tially affect my State. I think there is certainly no institution any- 
where that has a more profound impact or even as profound an im- 
pact on my State, on its economy, on its citizens, on businesses and 
on people engaging in recreational activities in my State than the 
U.S. Department of Interior. So this is of most importance to us. 

The U.S. Department of the Interior has never possessed the 
power to designate wilderness. That power has always been re- 
served and is always exercised exclusively by Congress. In your 
correspondence with my predecessor. Senator Bennett, you ac- 
knowledged in a letter written in May 2009 that Interior’s author- 
ity pursuant to section 603 of FLTMA to identify lands for wilder- 
ness characteristics and make recommendations to Congress about 
possible wilderness designation of those lands expired in 1993. 

I’d like to ask you to state clearly what the distinction is between 
the FLTMA authority under section 603 that expired in 1993 and 
your authority that you have now given yourself under your Wild 
Lands Policy. How does your Wild Lands Policy and what it does? 
What it does as far as setting aside land effectively for manage- 
ment for its wilderness characteristics? How does that differ from 
designating something under section 603? 

Secretary Salazar. First, let me say. Senator Lee, congratula- 
tions on your election. I look forward to working with you as you 
serve here in the U.S. Senate on the issues relating to Utah and 
this country. 

We recognize the importance of the public estate and the involve- 
ment of the Department of Interior on so many features of your 
State. I think the economic contributions from Zion and our Na- 
tional Parks as well as energy development both conventional as 
well as renewable are huge economic contributors to your State. 
We work closely with your Governor and we work closely with oth- 
ers on making sure that we have the right kind of partnership. 

With respect to the wild lands issues which use raise. There is 
authority, in my view, conclusive authority in sections 201 and 202 
of FLTMA to manage the public estate for multiple purposes in- 
cluding conservation. So the Secretarial order that I issued recog- 
nizes that. That conservation and lands with wilderness character- 
istics are part of that responsibility which I have as Secretary of 
Interior. 

So I recognize that No. 1, that in terms of the designation of a 
wilderness area that that is a Congressional authority and not an 
authority that I have as Secretary of Interior or the BLM has. So 
I recognize that. 

No. 2, I also recognize that our order, the order which I signed, 
doesn’t set aside a single acre of lands with wilderness characteris- 
tics. What we will do is to work with the states and local commu- 
nities in terms of the resource management plans to address those 
areas where there may be agreement with respect to how we take 
care of these places that need to be protected for their conservation 
purposes 

Senator Lee. But how will the management of those lands differ 
from wilderness areas? In other words, will in practical affect if you 
designate something as wild lands? 
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Secretary Salazar. In practical affect if you read the order and 
Senator Lee, knowing your legal acumen, you probably have read 
the order several times. 

First, there’s certainly a recognition there of honoring existing 
rights. 

Second of all there is also the multiple use concept that is in- 
cluded in several of the sentences of the order that say even if 
lands are designated for wilderness characteristics that if the other 
multiple use purposes for which BLM must manage its lands under 
FLTMA, take precedence. That will be a use that will be allowed. 
So it will have a different management regime than lands that 
have been designated as wilderness by Congress. 

Senator Lee. But this still will differ than how the lands would 
be managed in the absence of the policy, correct? 

Secretary Salazar. In the absence of the policy there will be a 
difference as a result of the resource management plan so that we 
make sure that the conservation values are at the table in the 
same way that oil and gas development is at the table or other uses 
of the public estate. 

Senator Lee. What about the fact that over the last 10 years or 
so we’ve had counties and State government officials throughout 
my State, throughout Utah, who have worked really hard on re- 
source management plans and on laws of negotiations that go along 
in the development of resource management plans? We’ve also got 
a number of counties that have worked with officials from BLM. 
That have worked with people from the Southern Utah Wilderness 
Alliance and other environmental interest groups to develop com- 
prehensive land use management bills that have gone forward like 
what we had from Washington County. 

What do I say to the State and local government officials in Utah 
who now fear that the negotiation, the effort that they put into 
that, is now placed in jeopardy? That they can’t rely on that. What 
do I tell them? 

Secretary Salazar. We will go through the regular resource man- 
agement plans. I’m going to have David, because he went to 
Vernal, Utah to meet with about 800 of your constituents within 
the last year respond in part to how we will incorporate the re- 
source management plans that have been developed in connection 
with the new policy. 

Deputy Secretary. 

Mr. Hayes. Senator, the whole point of the wild lands policy is 
to use that public process that you’re talking about, the R and P 
process to identify lands that will be managed for wilderness char- 
acteristics. Primary difference between this and 603 is that it can 
be changed. That’s the whole concept of R and Ps is that they can 
be changed. 

What happened in your State, as you well know, is that there 
were inventories done for wilderness characteristics but the R and 
Ps for the 3 major R and Ps in the East, Eastern Utah, did not 
identify, provide guidance at all to BLM or to lessees about wheth- 
er the fact that there were these lands with wilderness characteris- 
tics should have any impact at all on leasing decisions. We think 
that’s not right. 
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That R and P process should provide some guidance to lessees 
and to the public about how those lands will be managed. If in the 
future or in connection with this process some lands with wilder- 
ness characteristics should not be kept that way, that can be part 
of the process as well. There’s no prejudging going on here. 

Senator Lee. But my understanding is that those R and Ps, let’s 
take the fertile R and P for example. It identified certain lands as 
suitable for leasing and others as not. 

Mr. Hayes. It identified virtually everything as suitable for leas- 
ing. The amount of land in the Vernal R and P, the other 2 R and 
Ps, I think it was a very, very small percentage of the lands with 
wilderness characteristics. 

Senator Lee. But it did identify some? 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, it did. 

Senator Lee. Those were not identified as suitable for leasing. 

Mr. Hayes. That is correct. 

Senator Lee. So this is an effort to undo that. 

Mr. Hayes. No. It’s an effort to raise the question to talk about — 
to provide some guidance to everybody as to the areas that have 
wilderness characteristics that for which there’s no guidance to 
anyone as to whether specific leases will be honored or not. We 
want to provide more guidance. 

Because what has happened, as you know in Utah, is that some 
of those area’s leases have come in. They’ve all been protested. So 
the whole system has been gummed up by litigation because the 
environmental groups have expressed concern about putting leases 
in areas where there’s no infrastructure, where there are wilder- 
ness characteristic, etcetera. We think there should be more clarity 
to the process. 

Senator Lee. OK. The fact that they’ve been protested, the fact 
that they’ve been litigated doesn’t mean that there wasn’t an anal- 
ysis undertaken. The fact that there was less land than you would 
like to have been designated as not suitable for leasing doesn’t 
mean the question wasn’t asked and answered during this pro- 
tracted process. 

So you haven’t really answered my question as to what I’m sup- 
posed to tell these local government authorities. But I see my time 
is far expired. I’ll submit the remainder of my questions in writing. 

Thank you. 

The Chairman. Senator Portman. 

Senator Portman. Thank you. Senator Bingaman. I’m sorry that 
I couldn’t have been here earlier. Senator and Secretary Salazar to 
hear your comments. As you know we’re asked to be sometimes 
several places at once. 

You must like that about your new job. You kind of know where 
you’re supposed to be and you can be there. 

Secretary Salazar. I remember when you were on this side of 
the dais. 

Senator Portman. Yes. It’s actually a lot nicer on this side in 
some respects. 

[Laughter.] 

Secretary Salazar. It’s a little bit higher, see? 

Senator Portman. Yes. I think that’s on purpose. 
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I’m sure this question has come up already in the hearing. But 
as you can imagine one of my questions is one that I would guess 
the chairman and ranking member have already asked you about 
which is the leasing, Outer Continental Shelf leasing and specifi- 
cally the moratorium in the Gulf of Mexico and the deep water per- 
mits. I understand one has now been granted. 

But the moratorium is now, what, 10 months old. My under- 
standing from press reports I’ve seen is that a number of rigs have 
left the Gulf making it very difficult for us to resume what is a 
more and more important issue for us as energy prices are going 
up and foreign oil is becoming even more expensive. My under- 
standing is that we’re looking at the possibility of 100 dollar a bar- 
rel coming up or nearing it now. If you look at the amount of oil 
that could be produced the moratorium is probably costing the 
United States 200,000 barrels of new supply and maybe up to 600 
to 800,000 barrels per day at the last for a couple of years. 

These rigs have gone to Africa. They’ve gone to Latin America 
and elsewhere. It’s tough for them to come back. 

So can you tell me, again you may have had to answer this ques- 
tion already today? What specifically is your plan as Secretary of 
the Interior, as you know you have the lead on this, not the Sec- 
retary of Energy or others? How much longer do we intend to keep 
these policies in place and how quickly can we get oil production 
back? 

Secretary Salazar. Senator Portman, I very much appreciate the 
question. Congratulate you also on your election here to the U.S. 
Senate. 

Senator Portman. Thank you. Secretary. 

Secretary Salazar. Let me first say that there is a myth about 
the exodus of rigs from the Gulf of Mexico because frankly if you 
do a count of the rigs that are in the Gulf of Mexico now. The num- 
ber has actually gone up. Including companies that have told me 
that they’re moving their rigs from other places into the Gulf of 
Mexico because they view that that is a place where there is sig- 
nificant resource and that we are moving forward with the policy 
that encourages development in the oceans of America including in 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

Second, with respect to the so called moratorium. The morato- 
rium was lifted back at the end of last year. I believe in the month 
of October. What was not ready at the time and still is in the proc- 
ess of getting ready is the oil spill containment capability. So that 
if you have another blow out like the Maconda well at 50,000 bar- 
rels a day, that they’ll be the capacity to come and to shut that oil 
spill down in a quick fashion. That the response capabilities are 
there. 

I was in Houston on Friday meeting with both the Helix contain- 
ment system officials as well as with the Marine Well Containment 
Corporation officials. Frankly, while components of that program 
have been built so that at least with respect to one of the systems 
we were able to issue one of the permits that was dependent on 
that oil spill containment program, there’s still other chapters that 
they are working on to get those systems in a better position. But 
there are key questions. 
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I, at the end of the day, Senator Portman, have the responsibility 
to make sure that we have safe oil and gas production. So while 
I agree with the policy that I know you advocate and Senator Mur- 
kowski, Senator Bingaman as well, that we develop these oil and 
gas resources in the Gulf of Mexico. I ultimately have the responsi- 
bility to make sure that it’s done in a safe way. That is where Mi- 
chael Bromwich and David Hayes and a number of other people 
have been working with me to make sure that it happens. 

The first deep water permit issued I expect that that will become 
a template. There are others that will be issued in the days ahead 
that will become a template for additional deep water permits to 
be issued. 

Senator Portman. Thank you. Secretary. It might be helpful for 
the committee to get the correct information on the rigs and that’s 
such an important component here because the press account cer- 
tainly indicates there has been significant movement. That’s why 
I mentioned the 2-year figure because some have said it would take 
that much time for some of this infrastructure to return. 

Second, I think on behalf of a lot of members of this committee, 
we do believe that given the turmoil in the Mid East and just given 
our energy issues that we had prior to that in terms of our depend- 
ency on foreign oil that this is a critical part of at least a transition 
strategy to get us to an energy policy that makes sense. 

So I thank you for your answer today. Look forward to follow up, 
and I appreciate your being before the committee. 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you. Senator Portman and if I may 
just add one more thing. 

I think there is a sense among some people that production in 
the Gulf of Mexico essentially was brought to a standstill at the 
time of the Maconda well explosion. Even during the spill we con- 
tinued to produce significant amounts of oil and gas from the Gulf 
of Mexico. In fact, I believe that we are currently producing 50 mil- 
lion barrels of oil a month which is essentially the equivalent of 
what have been the all time highs of production of oil and gas from 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

So the policy which I think is one that we can agree on is that 
we are moving forward with the development of oil and gas re- 
sources as part of the broad energy portfolio which the President 
spoke about in the State of the Union. 

The Chairman. Senator Coons. 

Senator Coons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, happy 
birthday. 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you. Senator. 

Senator Coons. Welcome. Senator Carper specifically urged me 
to convey to you his birthday wishes today. As you know we in 
Delaware are very interested in team play. 

This has been an engaging committee hearing today, and I am 
grateful for the hard work you’re doing. A lot of the discussion 
today is focused on oil and gas leasing. 

Understandably it’s a central concern for our Nation and for your 
Department. But I’d like to focus a little if I could on offshore wind. 
I was pleased to see that the Land and Water Conservation Eund 
get full funding. I was interested in the Rivers and Trails program 
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in the Park Service. But I want to focus our conversation today 
about offshore wind. 

I was pleased to be able to join you last November for the an- 
nouncement of the Smart from the Start initiative. Glad to see that 
initiative continuing to move forward. To see in your budget that 
Delaware gets another, I think, nearly $2 million increase in fund- 
ing for renewable energy development. 

I just want to make sure that as we’re moving toward, hopefully, 
permitting and transmission line for offshore wind off the whole re- 
gion and permitting for the Delaware offshore wind site that you’ve 
got all the resources and all the focus that you need. Wanted to 
make sure if there was anything else we could be doing to encour- 
age that rapid progress to develop a U.S. based renewable energy 
source that I had a chance to ask of you what else could we be 
doing to support and sustain this effort by your Department? 

Secretary Salazar. Senator Coons, thank you for the question. 
Congratulations on your election as well to the U.S. Senate and I 
very much look forward to working with you on Delaware issues 
including offshore wind and the last remaining State without a na- 
tional park. So hopefully we’ll be able to work on those issues to- 
gether. 

On offshore wind let me just say that on the Atlantic I think that 
is one of the most significant opportunities that we have as a Na- 
tion because of the grid capacity and our ability to hitch into the 
grid without having to go through the constriction of transmission 
that sometimes we have on the onshore as well as the quality of 
the winds. What we have done is launched a Smart from the Start 
project on the Atlantic because of the potential there. I’m going to 
ask David to speak some about that because he’s been leading with 
them in the Department how exactly we’re going to get it done. 

My goal is to make sure that when we look back at these times 
20 years from now one of the things that we will see is a robust 
offshore wind electrical production that is capable of powering a 
significant amount of our Nation’s power needs along the Eastern 
Gulf 

David. 

Mr. Hayes. Thank you. Senator and thank you for joining us in 
Baltimore for the event in November. We are proceeding. I think 
we have the support we need. We do need the additional resources 
to keep it going. 

What we’re doing, as you know, is we’ve identified a wind energy 
areas off the coast that look like they are the most promising for 
development. We’re now in the process of preemptively bringing to- 
gether all of the Federal family to pull together data that will be 
relevant to potential leasing out there. We will then have lease 
sales as early as the end of this year where the prospective bidders 
will have detailed information from the Department of Defense, 
from NOAA, from Interior, from Transportation and all the equities 
so that they will have a better base of knowledge to make sound 
leasing decisions in. 

We believe this will concentrate the development in areas that 
make the most sense off the coast. Also potentially facilitate an off- 
shore transmission line. So we are proceeding. 
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It’s really an unprecedented effort. I will say that the support of 
other agencies in working with us is going to be critical here. So 
we appreciate the chance to continue to work with you on this. 

Senator Coons. I would appreciate if you’d let me and others 
who are interested know if there are challenges in terms of your 
working with other agencies because it is, in my view, critical that 
we appropriately streamline the permitting and review process 
here. The University of Delaware is also standing up a research fa- 
cility to provide some of that data on wind and waves and condi- 
tions and so forth which I hope you’ll be collaborating with because 
I think they bring additional resources to the table. 

Are there any major barriers that you see to the deployment of 
the offshore transmission line? What do you see as the possible 
timeline for reviewing permitting on that project? 

Mr. Hayes. Senator, I think the ball is in FERC’s court on that 
in terms of the offshore lines. We are prepared to process an appli- 
cation as soon as it comes in. 

Senator Coons. Tremendous. Thank you. Secretary. 

Secretary Salazar. Let me add a comment to that. Senator 
Coons because I know that when you look at the Atlantic and the 
fact that we control those submerged lands as one United States 
of America creates a great opportunity for us to build transmission 
that then we can connect up to the grid of the major consumers of 
electricity along the Atlantic coast. So there are a number of pro- 
posals out there. Some of them look very promising with significant 
capital from the private sector. 

We have looked at this issue of transmission with interdepart- 
mental effort and meetings with Secretary Chu, Secretary Vilsack 
because of the onshore Forest Service world as well as Commis- 
sioner Wellinghoff from FERC to make sure that we are being as 
helpful as we can to deal with the transmission issues. So they’re 
promising projects that are out there. There are projects out there 
that have significant capital behind them. 

So it is something which is, I would say, if you talk about 5 high- 
est priorities within the Department of Interior in the renewable 
energy world, this is one of the very highest. 

Senator Coons. Great. Thank you. Thank you for your response. 
Thank you for your sustained leadership on this important issue. 
Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Thank you. 

Senator Murkowski, did you have additional questions? 

Senator Murkowski. Very quickly, Mr. Chairman. This is always 
an easy one. Secretary. This is about ANWR. 

Last week, you unveiled your vision plan on the wildlife refuge 
systems. We look forward to commenting on that. 

But ANWR has the wildlife refuge up north. As you know we’ve 
gone through the public hearing process that you have started to 
gain ideas for what plans should be considered. There has been 
considerable opposition, from what I understand, in terms of com- 
ments that have been submitted, to a proposal for additional wil- 
derness in the Arctic Coastal Plain area. 

We’ve had a lot of discussion today about wilderness, the Wild 
Lands policy. You have repeated numerous times here that it’s 
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Congress’ job to designate wilderness area. The question that I 
have for you and the direction that the Department is undertaking 
with this new ANWR plan is pretty basic: is the Department con- 
sidering wilderness studies or proposed wilderness classifications 
for the Coastal Plain of ANWR? 

Secretary Salazar. Senator Murkowski, we are currently in the 
process of doing the review on the Alaska National Wildlife Refuge. 
The schedule is at there will be a draft EIS scheduled for public 
release in the late spring of 2011 with a record of decision expected 
in 2012. We will, as we move forward, keep you and your staff ap- 
prised of what is in those documents and make sure that we’re 
working closely with you. 

Senator Murkowski. I hear your statement. But there are many 
of us who feel very strongly that with the provisions that were out- 
lined in the 1980 ANILCA Law where we have the “no more” 
clause. We feel pretty strongly that when it says no more wilder- 
ness, there will be no more wilderness. More specifically in that 
area designated as the §1002 area of the Arctic Coastal Plain. 

So there’s a lot of folks back home that are looking and saying, 
well, we can figure out some areas to reduce the budget within In- 
terior. They don’t need to be spending money to do a wilderness re- 
view or a wilderness plan when it’s very clear that there should be 
no more wilderness allowed, most specifically in the §1002 area. 
I’m hopeful that the comments that you’ve heard from Alaskans on 
this will be respected. 

I think we recognize that we have some great opportunities up 
north anywhere between 6 billion and close to 20 billion barrels of 
recoverable oil in that §1002 area. I would like to think that, at a 
time when there’s great uncertainty in the Middle East, and great 
uncertainty as to how we are going to deal with — it is truly an “oil 
addiction,” we’ll use President Bush’s words — that we can do more 
domestically. 

I think we recognize that we have opportunities up north. We’ve 
had a chance to talk about them whether they’re offshore, whether 
they’re NPRA or whether they are ANWR which quite honestly is 
the most lucrative opportunity for us. But we need that permission 
from Congress in order to access it. 

Putting ANWR in permanent wilderness status would put those 
resources and those reserves offline for all of America. I would hope 
that the Department would not move forward in this direction. So 
I just wanted to make sure that my message to you was clear from 
Alaskans on that. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you, Mr. Secretary for 
being here today. 

Secretary Salazar. Thank you. Senator Murkowski. 

The Chairman. Senator Portman, did you have additional ques- 
tions? 

Let me just indicate for the record that if there are questions 
that people would want to submit to the Secretary those should be 
submitted by the close of business tomorrow, Thursday, March 3. 

Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for being here. We appre- 
ciate your candid, constructive testimony. We will conclude the 
hearing with that. 

[Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m. the hearing was adjourned.] 



APPENDIX 

Responses to Additional Questions 


Responses of Hon. Ken Salazar to Questions From Senator Bingaman 

OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND ENFORCEMENT 

Question 1. The Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act Amendments of 
2006 provide for the repayment of unappropriated state and tribal share balances 
over seven years. Please provide a chart showing the expected annual payments of 
unappropriated balances to each state and tribe under these provisions. 

Answer. The following chart provides the requested information. 
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Question 2. The Budget proposes significant changes to the AML program and the 
allocation of funds under the program. Did you engage in government-to-government 
consultation consistent with the trust responsibility regarding changes to the pro- 
gram and impacts on the Tribes? Please provide information on the specific meet- 
ings and consultations that you have conducted with the tribes on the proposals 
that have been included in the FY 2012 Budget requests relating to the allocation 
of AML program funds. 

Answer. Because the fiscal year 2012 budget proposal to reform the abandoned 
mine lands program will affect tribes, the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and 
Enforcement (OSM) will again consult with the Navajo Nation and the Hopi and 
Crow Tribes. Letters were sent by OSM to Tribal representatives on March 9, 2010, 
proposing to meet with a representative from the Tribes to discuss the impacts the 
budget proposal may have on the Tribes and to consider their concerns. 

Question 3. The Budget proposal with respect to the allocation of AML funds con- 
templates the award of AML monies through a competitive process based on rec- 
ommendations of an advisory group. Please provide more detail on how this process 
would work, the timeline for the process, and what criteria would be used to select 
the projects. 

Answer. The legislative proposal to reform the AML program is currently being 
finalized, but will be transmitted to Congress shortly. This proposal will ensure that 
the Nation’s highest priority AML coal sites are addressed by replacing the current 
production-based formula grants with a competitive allocation. As discussed in the 
Department of the Interior’s Budget Justification for OSM, an advisory council com- 
posed of representatives from states, tribes, and non-governmental groups with 
AML coal reclamation knowledge will be created to review and rank reclamation 
projects proposed by states, tribes, federal agencies and other parties using a set 
of publicly available criteria that identify the coal AML sites posing the most danger 
to public health and safety and the environment. This system will leverage on-the- 
ground knowledge and experience to more efficiently and transparently allocate 
available funds to the highest priorities. 

Question 4. There has been concern over recent years regarding the level of fund- 
ing for state and tribal regulatory grants. Please provide a chart showing on a state- 
by-state and tribe-by-tribe basis the funding for the regulatory program over the 
past 10 years. Please provide a chart showing the level of Federal funding for regu- 
latory grants that would he provided to each state and trihe if the Administration’s 
Budget proposal is enacted. 

Answer. 


REGULATORY GRANTS INITIAL DISTRIBUTION 

























Staies/Tribes 


FY2002 

FT 2003 

FY2004 

FY200S 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY2008 

FY2009 



Alabama 

967.837 

1.021,425 

1.056,577 

1,063,479 

987,979 

962,211 

962,211 

1,253.652 

1.326,592 

1,313,950 

655,018 

Alaska 

178,685 

162,455 

184, 22( 

168.51( 

188,511 

183,601 

183,601 

219,164 

240,0)0 

262,085 

C 

Arkansas 

146.588 

142,651 

147,512 

149.35: 

149.352 

145,457 

145,457 

141.123 

145,814 

166,703 

78.078 

Colorado 

1,804.452 

1.885,635 

1.930,677 

1,954.76ol 

1.954,76C 

1,903,771 

1.903,776 

2,322,607 

2.332,820 

2,301,561 

566,7a 

lllnoas 

2,502.161 

2.773,964 

2.836,222 

3.022,141 

2.438,511 

2,375,884 

2,375,884 

2,646,092 

2,895.394 

3,403,563 

0 

Indana 

2,021,317 

1.973,199 

2.021,788 

1,942.634, 

1,992,281 

1,870,161 

1,870.168 

1,849,607 

1,890.288 

1,964,389 

979.342 

Iowa 

150,336 

150,017 

136,991 

128.73( 

128,736 

125,371 

125,375 

83,074 

74.963 

74,953 

C 

Kansas 

137.040 

138,364 

134,076 

112,5761 

112,578 

109,642 

109,642 

152,2a 

111,699 

113,933 

C 

Kentucky 

12,222,796 

13.077,862 

13.376,902 

13241,83r 

12,313,367 

11,992,212 

11.992.212 

13,128,903 

12,750,165 

13,337,358 

c 

Louisiana 

189.464 

169,483 

165,322 

167.381 

167,364 

163,011 

163,015 

189,935 

166,498 

168,095 

41.4a 

Maryland 

486.693 

493,551 

505,704 

557.922 

590.933 

675,521 

575, 62C 

716,596 

716,177 

713,664 

187,318 

Mississippi 

115,965 

109,628 

112,328 

113,725 

113.729 

110,763 

110,763 

127.061 

129,710 

159,863 

79,716 

Missoun 

445.378 

507,797 

520,301 

»0.301 

162, 671 

245,767 

245,767 

255,1 a 

234,318 

221.e6r 

C 

Montarta 

961.707 

978,683 

1.000,938 

1,030.822 

1.030,822 

1,023,335 

1.023,335 

1,231,449 

1.357,365 

1,440,101 

0 

New Mexico 

656.552 

715,787 

728,439 

737.52^ 

737,626 

718291 

718,290 

850.000 

850,000 

a84.oa 

c 

North Dakota 

498.887 

490,185 

502,256 

509.821 

501,824 

533,651 

533,659 

644,571 

720.000 

796,774 

c 

Ohio 

1,600,123 

1,622,669 

1.662,626 

2,020,031 

2.020.031 

1,967,351 

1,967.353 

2,247,626 

2,969.654 

3,200,000 

c 

Oklahoma 

1,049,180 

1.092,164 

1.082,693 

940,477 

940.477 

915,941 

915.948 

1,112,882 

1,233,638 

1,082,511 

266,8SC 

Pennsylvania 

11,222,796 

11.360,931 

11.411,171 

10,665,751 

10,665.755 

10,387,673 

10,387.573 

12,546,785 

12,684,550 

12,599,014 

6,269,858 

Texas 

1,454,278 

1.548,741 

1.535,273 

1,380,631 

1,322.756 

1,293,016 

1,283.016 

1,833,895 

1,827.065 

1,977,402 

655,457 

LItah 

1,564,267 

1.763,318 

1.709,100 

1,730,411 

1,730,411 

1,698,211 

1,696.219 

2,029,409 

2,037.196 

2,089,397 

C 

Virginia 

3,361,526 

3.383,539 

3.228, 

3,209,431 

3.258,433 

3,174,421 

3,174.421 

3,925,342 

3,913,4^ 

3,999,941 

1,023,122 

West Virginia 

7,897,151 

9,287,841 

8.491,924 

8,727,641 

10,520.161 

11,199,595 

11.199.595 

11,791,029 

11,924,119 

11,929,525 

3,078,82C 

Wyomirrg 

1,602,811 

1.963,230 

2.011,573 

2,064,031 

2.120.031 

2,064,742 

2,064.742 

2,318,0a 

2,289,321 

2,300,571 

C 

Crow Tribe 

81.989 

72,8^ 

63,573 

62.832 

62,832 

29,387 

29,387 

69,3a 

145,000 

350,000 

C 

Hopi Tribe 

167.460 

168,849 

171,634 

173,977 

173.977 

169,431 

169,439 

173,977 

296,969 

390,162 

c 

Navajo Tribe 

433,263 

435,450 

443,147 

448.675, 

448,675 

436,973 

438.973 

677,845 

908,964 

910,000 

c 

N. Cheyenne 

26.496 

26,564 

27,034 

■ 

C 

C 

C 

C 

5 

0 

c 

Reserve br Tribal 





















8 
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soo.ooo 
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Totals 
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The FY 2012 Budget encourages the States to increase their cost recovery fees for 
services to the coal mining industry. With additional funding from these fees, the 
States will need less federal grant funding, so the budget proposes to reduce grant 
funding accordingly. The regulatory grant distribution for FY 2012 will depend on 
the efforts undertaken for cost recovery of fees for services to the coal industry. 

For the FY 2011 grant distribution, the OSM is preparing Operating Plans as di- 
rected in the FY 2011 Full-Year Appropriation bill. Those plans will include the 
level of funds proposed for regulatory grants. We will provide the Committee the 
FY 2011 regulatory grant distribution, by State and Tribe, once the Operating Plans 
are approved and submitted to the Appropriations Committee. In the meantime, 
States are being provided partial grants to cover their needs. 

Question 5. The SMCRA Amendments of 2006 provided that Indian tribes can be 
granted primacy to administer the regulatory program under Title V on lands with- 
in their reservations. What is the status of implementation of this provision? Please 
describe your work with the tribes with respect to regulatory primacy. 

Answer. OSM is working closely with the three tribes that are pursuing tribal pri- 
macy: the Crow, Hopi, and Navajo. Applications for tribal primacy could be sub- 
mitted by the Crow Tribe and Navajo Nation in 2012, and by the Hopi Tribe in 
2013. In FY 2012, OSM will continue to work with the Tribes to review applications 
for primacy as they are received. OSM is reviewing informal materials as they are 
received from the Tribes. 

The Crow Tribe plans to seek primacy in phases. The Tribe plans to seek primacy 
for inspection and enforcement and bond release beginning in 2012. The Navajo Na- 
tion has expressed its intent to obtain primacy as soon as possible, but has also indi- 
cated that it may seek primacy only over inspection and enforcement, depending on 
its ability to recruit and hire staff for the regulatory program. The Hopi Tribe also 
intends to assume primacy. The Tribe has indicated that it plans to first obtain pri- 
macy for inspection and enforcement and bond release, but has not established a 
schedule to do so. 

Question 6. OSM is in the process of revising permanent program regulations re- 
lating to excess spoil and stream buffer zones. This rulemaking has implications for 
the use of the controversial practice of mountain-top removal mining. Please provide 
your time table for this rulemaking. 

Answer. OSM expects to publish the proposed Stream Protection Rule and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 2011. The final EIS and final rule will 
be completed and published after fulfilling the requirements of the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act and Administrative Procedure Act. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Question 7. I am pleased to see the increased funding proposed to support the de- 
velopment and implementation of travel management plans for off-highway vehicles. 
In 2008, I held an oversight hearing on off-highway vehicles. At that time, I was 
told the BLM was 10 years away from completing their travel management plans. 
Is the agency still on track to finish these plans? 

Answer. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has effectively used partner- 
ships, ARRA funding and other redirected resources to accelerate, complete, and im- 
plement travel plans in many high priority areas, such as the Carrizo Plains Na- 
tional Monument (California), Table Mesa (Arizona), Moab Field Office (Utah), and 
Royal Gorge Field Office (Colorado). BLM has completed 125 of 551 travel manage- 
ment plans covering approximately 14 percent of the lands it manages. The FY 2012 
budget requests $2.2 million to address off-highway vehicle management and com- 
pletion of more travel management plans in high priority areas. 

Question 8. The President’s Budget proposes to reform the Mining Law of 1872 
by instituting a leasing system pursuant to the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 for 
hardrock minerals. The Budget also proposes to include an abandoned Mine Rec- 
lamation Program for hardrock minerals funded by a fee on the hardrock mining 
industry. 

a. What level of royalty does the President’s Budget contemplate? How much 
revenue do you assume the royalty will generate each year for the next 10 
years? 

Answer. The BLM’s Budget Justification for FY 2012 indicates that the proposal 
would implement a royalty on the covered hardrock minerals of not less than 5 per- 
cent of gross proceeds, with half the receipts distributed to the states in which the 
leases are located and the other half deposited in the Treasury. The Office of Nat- 
ural Resources Revenue (ONRR) will collect, account for, and disburse the hardrock 
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royalty receipts, which, if enacted, would total an estimated $200 million in revenue 
over ten years. 

b. Please describe how this royalty is proposed to be structured. Is it an ad 
valorem royalty? Is it a gross proceeds royalty? Is it a net royalty, i.e., do you 
propose that any production or transportation costs be deducted prior to imposi- 
tion of the royalty? 

Answer. As noted in response to the previous question, the legislative proposal as- 
sumes a royalty of not less than 5 percent on gross proceeds. 

c. What assumptions does the Budget proposal make regarding the level of 
claim maintenance fees and the revenues generated by the increases over the 
next 10 years? How much of this revenue is generated by eliminating the ex- 
emption for miners holding fewer than 10 mining claims? 

Answer. The legislative proposal is under development. 

d. When will the Administration transmit its legislative proposal to the Con- 
gress? 

Answer. The legislative proposal is under development and will be transmitted to 
Congress once it has been reviewed within the Administration. 

e. What level of reclamation fee does the President’s Budget contemplate? 
How much revenue do you assume the reclamation fee will generate each year 
for the next 10 years? 

Answer. The final details of the legislative proposal have not yet been finalized. 
The proposal will be transmitted to Congress once it has been reviewed within the 
Administration. Currently, the budget proposal assumes estimated revenue of $200 
million per year for 10 years starting in 2013, though these numbers are estimates 
that will be refined as the proposal is finalized. 

f Please describe how the reclamation fee is proposed to be structured. Is it 
based on volume (tonnage) of material (ore and waste) displaced? Please de- 
scribe how this would work. Would the amount of the fee vary based on the type 
of mineral mined? Would it vary depending on whether the mine was a surface 
mine or an underground mine? How would you expect this to be enforced? 

Answer. While the final details of the legislative proposal have not yet been final- 
ized, in general the budget proposal envisions that the AML fee would be levied on 
all uranium and metallic mines on both public and private lands, and would be 
charged on the volume of material displaced beginning after January 1, 2012. 

g. Why does the Budget propose that the Office of Surface Mining Reclama- 
tion and Enforcement be the collection and enforcement agency for the reclama- 
tion fee? What are the pros and cons of having OSMRE perform this function 
versus the Bureau of Land Management? Would you expect the States and 
Tribes to administer the program as they do under the Surface Mining Control 
and Reclamation Act? 

Answer. While the final details of the legislative proposal have not yet been final- 
ized, we expect the proposal to build off of each bureau’s expertise and capabilities. 
Because OSM has created the infrastructure to collect the coal AML fee, the Budget 
assumes OSM will collect the new hardrock AML fee. BLM, because of its long expe- 
rience managing activities on the public lands, including hardrock mining, would be 
responsible for allocating and distributing the receipts using a competitive allocation 
program. 

h. When will the Administration transmit its legislative proposal to the Con- 
gress? 

Answer. The legislative proposal is currently being reviewed within the Adminis- 
tration and will be transmitted once that process has been completed. 

Question 9. GAO recently issued a report (GAO-11-292) that highlights weak- 
nesses in BLM’s policies relating to financial assurances for onshore oil and gas 
leases on public lands. The regulations establishing a $10,000 minimum bond 
amount for individual leases were issued in 1960. The $25,000 minimum bond to 
cover all leases in a state and $150,000 nationwide minimum bond amounts were 
last set in 1951. How do you plan to address the issues pointed out by GAO? 

Answer. The BLM is taking or plans to take the following actions in response to 
the GAO report: 
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• The BLM is in the process of evaluating its minimum bonding levels and, upon 
completion of this evaluation, will determine if an increase in minimum bonding 
amounts is necessary. Any increase in minimum bonding amounts would re- 
quire a new rulemaking. 

• Existing regulations provide BLM with the authority to set bond amounts high- 
er than the regulatory minimum. On July 21, 2010, the BLM issued Instruction 
Memorandum (IM) 2010-161 which reiterated the regulations and clarified the 
existing policy and guidance for oil and gas bonding adequacy reviews and re- 
quirements. This IM provided field office guidance on how and when to increase 
minimum bonding amounts. 

Question 10. What is the total amount of funding for the oil and gas I&E program 
included in the request for FY12? Please provide a table showing the funding for 
this program (both requested and enacted) for the previous 10 fiscal years. I had 
requested funding for additional inspectors in the Farmington Field office. How 
many additional inspectors have been added to this office in each of the past five 
fiscal years? Are you planning to hire additional inspectors in offices where the 
workload is increasing due to methane gas production? Please provide specifics. 

Answer. The BLM does not request funds specifically for oil and gas inspection 
and enforcement activities; rather, funds are requested for the overall oil and gas 
program and a portion of those funds are spent on inspection and enforcement. The 
following table shows estimates of the total amount of funding spent on the inspec- 
tion and enforcement activities in BLM’s oil and gas program for the previous 12 
fiscal years. The total spent includes spending from the oil and gas management ac- 
count, the APD processing account, and the permit processing improvement fund. 


Fiscal Year 

Total Spent 

2000 

$18,391,076 

2001 

$23,841,424 

2002 

$28,444,012 

2003 

$29,762,758 

2004 

$29,523,986 

2005 

$31,219,237 

2006 

$36,854,783 

2007 

$38,473,530 

2008 

$42,194,335 

2009 

$41,855,116 

2010 

$47,418,939 


There are currently 42 full-time employees dedicated to inspection and enforce- 
ment (I&E) at the BLM’s Farmington Field Office. In 2005, there were 32 full-time 
I&E employees; in 2005, the BLM transferred 6 employees to the Farmington Field 
Office from the Cuba, NM Field Office; and in 2006, the BLM hired 4 I&E inspec- 
tors with funding from the Energy Policy Act of 2005. Since that time, the Farm- 
ington Field Office has maintained the level of 42 I&E staff. The following chart 
shows the breakdown of I&E staffing at the Farmington Field Office. 
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Fiscal Year 

# of Farmington Field Office I&E Staff 

2005 

21 Petroleum Engineering Technicians (PETs) 

3 Production Accountability Technicians (PATs) 

2 PETs for Federal Indian Mineral Office 

5 Tribal I&E inspectors 

1 Onsite State Office Coordinator 

32 total 

Additions in 2005 

Transferred from Cuba, NM, Office 

2 I&E Inspectors 

1 Supervisory PET 

3 Tribal I&E Inspectors 

38 total 

Additions in 2006 

Mandatory funding authorized by Energy Policy Act of 
2005 

4 I&E Inspectors 

42 total 

2007-2010 

All vacancies filled 

42 total I&E Staff 


The BLM uses its Inspection & Enforcement annual strategy to identify any need 
for additional inspection staff. Additionally, the Production Accounting Team at 
BLM’s National Operations Center (NOC) in Denver has increased the BLM’s abil- 
ity to perform production accountability reviews nationwide, providing assistance 
and expertise to Production Accounting Technicians in the field. 

Question 11. What is the total amount of requested funding for oil and gas NEPA 
compliance for FY12? Please provide a table showing the funding for NEPA compli- 
ance (both requested and enacted) for the previous 10 years. 

Answer. The BLM aggregates costs associated with NEPA activities across var- 
ious portions of the oil and gas budget, including APD processing, sundry notice 
processing, and inspection and enforcement. The table below estimates these costs 
based on the number of leases and permits processed. Over the past ten years, these 
costs have risen in response to an increase in the number of leases and permits 
processed. Many of these costs would be incurred in the normal course of planning 
and review of various oil and gas-related activities and in complying with other laws 
and regulations, so one should not imply that these costs are only being incurred 
in order to comply with NEPA. 

The following is a table of the BLM’s estimated NEPA-associated costs in the Oil 
& Gas program over the last ten years. (These costs include the development and 
review of environmental compliance documentation for proposed fluid minerals de- 
velopment authorizations in conformance with requirements.) 

Estimated Costs Associated with NEPA Activities 
(Oil & Gas Program) ($000) 


Fiscal Year 

Estimated NEPA Compliances Costs 

2001 

$9,600 

2002 

$10,040 

2003 

$10,500 

2004 

$11,700 

2006 

$12,500 

2006 

$15,000 

2007 

$19,000 
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Estimated Costs Associated with NEPA Activities 
(Oil & Gas Program) ($000) — Continued 


Fiscal Year 

Estimated NEPA Compliances Costs 

2008 

$19,000 

2009 

$21,000 

2010 

$21,000 

2011 

$21,000 


Question 12. What is the total backlog of APD’s? Please provide a table showing 
the backlog over the last ten years and the number of APD’s received, processed, 
and issued during each of the last ten years. Please display this information on a 
state-by-state basis. 

Answer. The tables below show the number of complete APDs pending for more 
than 60 days, the number of APDs received during each fiscal year, the number of 
APDs approved during each fiscal year, the number of APDs returned during each 
fiscal year, and the total number of APDs processed during each fiscal year from 
FY2001 to FY2010. 
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Question 13. The Budget proposes an increase in Federal onshore royalties and 
also proposes various user fees for the oil and gas industry. Please describe each 
of these proposals and provide information on revenues assumed to be generated by 
each proposal in each of the next 10 years. 

Answer. To ensure a better return to the public on federal resources, BLM has 
begun a rulemaking process to amend 43 CFR 3103.3-1 to authorize increased royal- 
ties for new competitive oil and gas leases on federal lands. This process includes 
carrying out a cost-benefit and economic impact analysis, which will be completed 
in 2011. The development of a draft proposed rule that will address a range of po- 
tential royalty rate options is also underway, and BLM expects to publish the new 
rule in draft for public review in 2011 and promulgate the final rule by the first 
quarter of fiscal year 2012. The budget assumes these reforms will increase federal 
oil and gas revenues by $937 million over the next ten years. 
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The budget request also includes a proposal for a fee to encourage diligent devel- 
opment of lands and waters leased for energy development. A $4.00 per acre fee on 
new nonproducing leases on federal lands and waters would provide a financial in- 
centive for oil and gas companies to either get their leases into production or relin- 
quish them so that the tracts can be re-leased and developed by new parties. The 
proposed fee would apply to all new leases and would be indexed annually. The pro- 
posal assumes 1.5 million new nonproducing lease acres per year and is projected 
to result in revenue to the Treasury of $330 million over ten years from onshore 
leases managed by BLM. 

The total is a table showing the projected onshore revenue from the nonproducing 
lease fee over the next 10 years: 
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The budget also includes several proposals to charge cost recovery fees onshore, 
including: 

• A proposal, to be implemented through appropriations lan^age, for a new on- 
shore inspection fee in 2012 for oil and gas activities subject to inspection by 
BLM. As noted in the budget material provided by the Department, this pro- 
posal is expected to offset the costs of onshore inspections in 2012, generating 
an estimated $38.0 million, and supporting federal efforts to increase production 
accountability, safety, and environmental protection. The estimated collections 
generated from the proposed inspection fees would fully offset the proposed re- 
duction in appropriated funding. The inspection fee is based on historical spend- 
ing for inspections, and the number of wells and leases that must be inspected. 
The fee is designed to recoup the majority of the costs of performing inspections. 
The fee will be reevaluated each year to ensure funding is adequate to fulfill 
the agency’s inspection and enforcement responsibilities and to meet the needs 
of the program. The proposed language for the appropriations bill is included 
in the FY 2012 President’s budget request. The following fee schedule is tied 
to the number of active and inactive wells for each lease or agreement: 

— $600 for each lease or agreement with no active or inactive wells, but with 
surface use, disturbance or reclamation; 

— $1,200 for each lease or agreement with one to ten wells, with any combina- 
tion of active or inactive wells; 

— $2,900 for each lease or agreement with 11 to 50 wells, with any combination 
of active or inactive wells; and 

— $5,700 for each lease or agreement with more than 50 wells, with any com- 
bination of active or inactive wells. 

• The continuance, through appropriations language, of a fee for processing drill- 
ing permits taken by Congress in the 2009 and 2010 Appropriations Acts. If the 
fee of $6,500 per drilling permit, authorized in 2010, is continued, it would gen- 
erate an estimated $32.5 million in offsetting collections in 2012. 

• A proposal to administratively implement a fee to recover the cost of inspecting 
coal and other minerals management program activities carried out by the 
BLM. The fees would be carried out through existing cost recovery authorities 
and would generate an estimated $4.4 million a year beginning in 2012, reduc- 
ing the need for discretionary appropriations for these programs. 

Question 14. What is the current level of funding and what level is proposed for 
fiscal year 2012 for the administration of renewable energy development on public 
lands? Please provide allocation by energy type. 

Answer. The 2012 budget request for renewable energy activities carried out by 
the BLM include an increase in appropriated funding of $3.0 million over the 2010 
enactedy2011 Continuing Resolution level of $16.7 million. 

BLM currently spends a majority of this budget (approximately $11 million) to 
fund the positions in the Renewable Energy Coordination Offices (RECOs), inter- 
disciplinary teams across the West that examine all types of renewable energy pro- 
posals on public lands. The increase in funds will focus on the environmental ele- 
ments of renewable energy project proposals, including regional planning studies 
and environmental reviews of potential wind energy zones in Nevada and Oregon, 
which will be completed in addition to those under development in New Mexico, 
California, and Wyoming. This is in addition to the $5 million for ongoing studies 
in New Mexico, California, and Wyoming. 

For geothermal leasing and permitting activities, the BLM continues to spend the 
remaining balances in the mandatory Geothermal Steam Act Implementation Fund. 
The BLM anticipates spending about $4.5 million in FY2011 and $4 million in 
FY2012, after which this source of funding will be exhausted. 

Question 15. Please describe all geothermal leasing activity, including date and 
state for all lease sales, subsequent to the Geothermal Steam Act amendments con- 
tained in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. Please provide a table showing acres under 
geothermal lease (and whether production is occurring) by state. 

Answer. BLM Geothermal Sales since passage of Energy Policy Act of 2005 are 
contained in the following chart: 
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BLM Geothermal Leases by state and Producing Status are contained in the fol- 
lowing chart: 
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Question 16. How many applications for solar rights-of-way are pending? How 
many applications for wind rights-of-way are pending? Please provide listings by 
state and location. How many of each have been approved by state? 

Answer. Information related to pending wind energy right-of-way development ap- 
plications is contained in the following charts: 
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SUMMARY TABLE OF PENDING WIND RIGHT-OF-WAY APPLICATIONS 


State 

Active Applications 

Acres 

Estimated MWs 

Arizona 

1 

31,338 

500 

California 

17 

100,853 

1888 

Idaho 

4 

20,041 

465 

Nevada 

7 

57,200 

1280 

Oregon 

4 

29,013 

600 

Utah 

4 

9,410 

593 

Washington 

1 

40 

0 

Wyoming 

9 

145,734 

1913 

TOTALS 

47 

247,856 

5326 


Information relating to approved wind right-of-way applications is contained in 
the following chart: 
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Comments 

Issued 3/31/84 
Expires 11/30/15 

Issued 2/11/85 
Expires 3/30/14 

Issued 7/13/93 
Expires 1/1/13 

Issued 3/29/84 
Expires 11/30/15 

Issued 6/26/85 
Expires 6/25/15 

Issued 10/26/87 
Expires 10/25/17 

Issued 3/23/98 
Expires 2/25/27 

Issued 1999 
Expires 11/30/15 

Issued 1999 
Expires 11/30/15 

Name of Project 

San Gorgonio Pass 

14 MW on BLM land 

167.2 acres BLM land 

Difwind Farms V 

8 MW on BLM land 

211 acres BLM land 

San Gorgonio 

12 MW on BLM land 

58.58 acres BLM land 

San Gorgonio 

3 MW on BLM land 

16.24 acres BLM land 

San Gorgonio 

12 MW on BLM land 

80 acres BLM land 

Windpower Partners 91 

5 MW on BLM land 

80.85 acres BLM land 

Difwind Farms V 

3 MW on BLM land 

29.66 acres BLM land 

San Gorgonio West winds II 

13 MW on BLM land 

105 acres BLM land 

San Gorgonio Westwinds II 

12 MW on BLM land 

126.6 acres BLM land 

Holder 

Sea West 

Foras Energy 

Dutch Energy 

PPM Energy 

Energy Unlimited 

Windpower Partners 

Difwind Farms Limited 

Sea West 

Sea West 
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Comments 

Issued 10/15/08 
Expires 10/14/38 

Issued 7/18/97 
Expires 7/17/33 


Name of Project 

Milford Wind Project (300 MW) 
80 MW, 7,800 acres BLM land 

Foote Creek Rim I Wind Project 
21 MW on BLM land 

940.61 acres BLM land 

726 MW (includes 289 MW 
pending construction) 

Holder 

First Wind 

Pacificorp (71%) 
Eugene Elect (19%) 
Seawest Energy (10%) 

Total MW permitted 

Serial Number 

UTU-82972 

UTU-82973 

WYW- 142464 


BLM 

Cedar City 
Fillmore 

Rawlins 
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Information related to pending solar energy right-of-way applications is contained 
in the following charts: 
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SUMMARY TABLE— PENDING SOLAR APPLICATIONS 


State 

Active Applications 

Acres 

Estimated MWs 

Arizona 

36 

457,445 

18,680 

California 

30 

273,737 

22,849 

Colorado 

0 

0 

0 

New Mexico 

3 

32,616 

2,200 

Nevada 

35 

282,324 

17,052 

Utah 

0 

0 

0 

TOTALS 

104 

1,046,122 

60,781 


Information relating to approved solar right-of-way applications is contained in 
the following chart: 
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Question 17. How many new mining claims have been located over the past 10 
years? Please provide number of claims located by year. Please provide a table dis- 
playing the total number of mining claims in each state. 

Answer. The following chart lists new claims over the past 10 years. The total 
number of active claims over the 10 years has ranged between 320,000 to more than 
400,000. 


New aalms- FY 2001 Is Present 



AK 

AZ 

CA 

CO 

ES 

ID 

wrr 

NV 

NVI 

OR 

UT 

WY 

TOTAL 

FY2001 

500 

1,616 

1,144 

433 

0 

442 

1,028 

5,921 

278 

695 

504 

975 

13,536 

FY2002 

255 

838 

1,674 

423 

0 

924 

617 

7,366 

347 

686 

1,019 

1,258 

15,407 

FY2003 

883 

3,374 

2,536 

318 

0 

869 

1,136 

19,655 

383 

686 

1,088 

257 

31,185 

FY2004 

99 

7,487 

1,230 

300 

0 

1,256 

1,033 

27,239 

556 

1,673 

1,938 

1,539 

44,350 

FY2005 

113 

4,647 

1,632 

2,295 

1 

1,253 

838 

29,388 

1,200 

968 

7,512 

7,544 

57,391 

FY2006 

747 

8,968 

4,341 

5,651 

0 

1,779 

3,012* 

37,157 

3,165 

1,139 

8,653 

14,437 

89,049 

FY2007 

987 

11,978 

3,520 

11,782 

0 

2,429 

3,119 

29,601 

4,362 

1,323 

11,469 

11,734 

9^284 

FY2008 

2,388 

8,770 

3,412 

4,644 

8 

3,889 

2,234 

32,249 

8,078 

2,055 

10,409 

4,319 

82,455 

FY2009 

1,034 

2,942 

2,195 

1,134 

0 

2,931 

1,014 

12,300 

1,373 

963 

1,473 

3,065 

3a424 

FY2&10 

536 

4,441 

1,846 

799 

0 

2,446 

747 

16,857 

748 

1,160 

1,518 

4,479 

35,577 


Public Land Statistics 


U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Question 18. What funds does the USGS propose to expend on each of the fol- 
lowing ecosystem restoration efforts during FY 2012: California Bay-Delta; Ever- 
glades; Platte River; Upper Mississippi River; and Great Lakes? 

Answer. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) proposes the following expenditures 
on restoration efforts during FY 2012: 

• California Bay-Delta ($3.513M): Funding provides leadership through the sup- 
port of the CALFED lead scientist office, and support to the interdisciplinary 
Interagency Ecological Program, place-based studies in San Erancisco Bay 
through the USGS Priority Ecosystems Science program, long-term studies 
tracking contaminant transportation and distribution in the Bay-Delta, and the 
National Water-Quality Assessment program for the Sacramento and San-Joa- 
quin Basins. 

• Everglades ($6.907M): USGS research and monitoring focuses on ecosystem his- 
tory, water quality and contaminants, surface and groundwater flows, and spe- 
cies response to hydrologic dynamics such as timing and distribution of water 
flow, water depth and inundation duration. 

• Platte River ($0.263M): Funding supports science to restore the riparian eco- 
system and sustain endangered migratory and resident bird populations by un- 
derstanding the linkages between hydrology, river morphology, biological com- 
munities and land use within the Platte River Basin. 

• Upper Mississippi River ($5.88M): Restoration of aquatic environments requires 
understanding the effects of natural and human factors on sediment dynamics, 
stream flow, water quality, fish and wildlife, and aquatic habitats. The new 
funding would build upon this existing work and develop a comprehensive new 
data management structure. 

• Great Lakes ($19.285M): The restoration initiative in the Great Lakes will sup- 
port invasive Asian Carp control science that includes spawning requirements 
and identifying potential spawning areas. 

Question 19. The FY 2012 budget includes $59.6 million additional funding for a 
total of $99.8 million for the Landsat program to conduct land imaging and remote 
sensing activities. How will these activities be coordinated with NASA and other 
federal agencies? How will these activities benefit citizens who may utilize the infor- 
mation collected through the program? 

Answer. Of the $59 million increase requested in FY2012, $48 million for plan- 
ning and development of Landsats 9 and 10 will support USGS and NASA efforts 
to explore design alternatives, gather user requirements, and establish a science ad- 
visory team among other activities. The USGS is meeting regularly with NASA’s 
new Joint Agency Satellite Division to discuss these activities. The USGS Landsat 
Program also coordinates with many other federal agencies, including NOAA, the 
National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, the State Department and other bureaus 
within the Department of the Interior as well as the academic community. Gath- 
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ering and prioritizing the operational requirements of current missions has been a 
USGS responsibility for years and will remain so for future Landsat missions. Also 
included in the National Land Imaging budget is $13.36 million to complete the ad- 
ditional requirements for the ground system to account for the addition of the ther- 
mal infrared sensor to the Landsat Data Continuity Mission (Landsat 8). 

Landsat data is provided to the public free of charge, and is therefore widely used 
by the general public, private organizations and the academic community. By one 
estimate, the absence of Landsat data would cost the American economy $935 mil- 
lion per year. This is due in part because the satellite has become vital to America’s 
agricultural, water management, disaster response and national security sectors. 
State water managers in the West use Landsat’s thermal sensor to measure water 
use more accurately and cost effectively than with traditional methods. Foresters 
around the country use Landsat’s imagery to remotely map and monitor the status 
of woodlands in near real-time. The military meanwhile uses Landsat for mapping, 
terrain-change detection, and graphics-display applications. 

Landsat satellites have provided imagery of the Earth’s surface for nearly four 
decades and are the source of the most consistent, reliable documentation of global 
land-surface change ever assembled. Landsat remains the gold standard of land re- 
mote sensing satellites because it images the surface of the Earth regularly, thor- 
oughly and at the optimal resolution for a variety of natural resource and environ- 
mental management applications. 

Question 20. USGS’s FY 2012 budget request contains $89.1 million in program 
reductions that will result in the loss of approximately 230 jobs. Has USGS evalu- 
ated the impacts of those reductions on federal-state partnership programs? 

Answer. We recognize that some USGS federal-state partnership programs will be 
impacted by programmatic reductions as well as cost savings or efficiencies reduc- 
tions contained in the Administration’s budget request for the USGS. The 2012 
budget makes some very difficult reductions to worthy programs including science 
partnerships. In programs, such as the Water Resources Research Institutes Pro- 
gram, where funds are leveraged there will be impacts relative to the reduced fed- 
eral funding and the reduced matching funding. 

Question 21. USGS’s FY 2012 budget for water resources is $21.6 million less 
than the FY 2010 enacted level. Cuts in this area will impact programs that lever- 
age federal funding with state and local contributions. In addition, many of the pro- 
grams in the water resources department help provide basic data to water managers 
who rely on the data for purposes such as irrigation allocations and interstate com- 
pact compliance. In addition, the funding reductions include the cessation of funding 
for the nation’s Water Resources Research Institutes which exist in all 50 states. 
What are the USGS’s plans for restoring funding for these critical programs? 

Answer. The FY 2012 budget request for USGS water resources includes both pro- 
gram increases and decreases to focus the available resources on the highest na- 
tional priorities, as well as reductions due to management efficiencies and the re- 
duction in the Enterprise Publishing Network. The Groundwater Resources Pro- 
gram, the National Water Quality Assessment Program, and the Water Resources 
Research Program received program reductions, while the Hydrologic Networks and 
Analysis and National Streamflow Information Programs both received program in- 
creases to meet priorities. The Cooperative Water Program (CWP) is funded at 
$62,252, the only reductions to this program are due to management efficiencies and 
the Enterprise Publishing Network. The core work of the water resources program 
has been preserved in the budget request. 

Question 22. Considering the Department’s ongoing efforts to work cooperatively 
with Mexico on water supply issues on the Colorado River, why has USGS failed 
to include funding in its FY 2012 request for the on-going Transboundary Aquifer 
Assessment program which would involve cooperation with Mexico on groundwater 
assessments affecting Arizona, New Mexico and Texas? In light of the recent agree- 
ment between the U.S. and Mexico regarding the aquifer assessment program, 
wouldn’t it make sense to make as much progress as possible to develop a bi-na- 
tional relationship along the border regarding water supply issues? 

Answer. The U.S.-Mexico Transboundary Aquifer Assessment Program has been 
a successful partnership between the USGS and the Water Resources Research In- 
stitutes from Arizona, New Mexico and Texas. Progress has been made in devel- 
oping and implementing bi-national workplans. Funding for this effort has been pro- 
vided through unrequested increases. The FY 2012 eliminates all unrequested in- 
creases. 

Question 23. Recognizing the important role of having basic data available to help 
understand the current and future water supply needs in increasingly stressed sys- 
tems, why does the USGS budget request for FY 2012 fail to include any funding 
for a national groundwater monitoring network as authorized by the SECURE 



87 


Water Act? According to the National Groundwater Association, 78 percent of com- 
munity water systems, nearly all of rural domestic supplies and 42 percent of agri- 
cultural irrigation water are supplied by groundwater. What are the Department’s 
plans for assessing the security of our nation’s groundwater supplies? 

Answer. Basic data are important building blocks to construct the foundation nec- 
essary to understand current and future water supply needs. Although no new 
funds are requested in FY 2012 for the proposed national groundwater monitoring 
network, some water-level and water-quality data will be collected through USGS 
programs such as the Cooperative Water Program and the Groundwater Resources 
Program (GWRP). The GWRP provides scientific information necessary to assess 
and quantify availability and sustainability of our Nation’s groundwater resources. 
Program funds added to the GWRP through the WaterSMART initiative will allow 
some of the ongoing groundwater assessment activities to continue. 

Question 24. Water Use & Availability Census — USGS has just completed a pilot 
project to assess the water use and availability of the waters of the Great Lakes 
region. What are the agency’s plans next for the census? As learned through the 
pilot program, a successful census will benefit from the active support of the states 
and local water users to ensure as comprehensive data set as possible. How will 
USGS ensure that it will receive support from states and local water users in col- 
lecting data and developing the census? How might the flow of information be im- 
proved to maximize the accuracy of the census? 

Answer. The budget request for the USGS in 2011 and 2012 included funding for 
the Department of the Interior’s WaterSMART initiative. This $9.0 million initiative 
will begin USGS plans to conduct a national census of water availability and use. 
A complete description of the initiative is contained in the “Water Challenges” sec- 
tion of the Department’s 2012 budget request. The Department agrees whole- 
heartedly that a successful census will benefit from active support of the states and 
local water users. The USGS has been working with an ad hoc advisory committee 
to shape the plans for our WaterSMART Initiative. This committee has representa- 
tion from a host of government and non-governmental organizations: 

In addition, one of the areas where the USGS needs the most help from state and 
local agencies is in the arena of water use. The USGS investment in water use 
science through the WaterSMART Initiative will include a program of grants to 
state water resource agencies to assist them with critical work on their water use 
databases. This information is vital to our understanding of the current and histor- 
ical trends in water demand. This is a new authority under the SECURE Water Act, 
which allows each state to receive up to $250K in grants for improvements to their 
water use data. 

Question 25a. How are USGS’s efforts contributing to the Department’s New En- 
ergy Frontier initiative? 

Answer. 

Geothermal Energy 

The USGS is building upon the updated national geothermal resource estimate 
of the potential for geothermal power. The study indicates that full development of 
conventional, identified systems alone could expand geothermal power production 
substantially and a much larger potential exists in Enhanced Geothermal Systems 
(EGS; high temperature, but low permeability). The USGS is working in collabora- 
tion with other federal and state partners to focus on regional studies to augment 
resolution of the national assessment. Primary objectives will be to collect, analyze, 
and interpret regional datasets that supplement a resource assessment and to sup- 
port development of a conceptual model that ties observations of particular param- 
eters (e.g., thermal state of the crust, variations in basin depths) to physical and 
tectonic processes (e.g., active extension, magmatic intrusions, fault interactions) re- 
sponsible for formation of geothermal systems. 

Biofuels 

The USGS recently completed an assessment of the effects of biofuel production 
on water quantity and quality in the Mississippi Delta. To produce biofuel crops in 
the Mississippi Delta cotton acreage declined 50 percent and corn acreage almost 
tripled in 2007. Because corn uses 60 percent more water for irrigation and more 
nitrogen fertilizer than cotton, this widespread change is accelerating water-level 
declines in the Mississippi River Valley alluvial aquifer at a time when conservation 
is being encouraged due to concerns about sustainability. A mathematical model 
calibrated to existing conditions in the Delta shows that increased fertilizer applica- 
tions on corn also will increase the extent of nitrate movement into the alluvial aq- 
uifer. 



88 


To assess the impacts of biofuel production more widely, accurate data, and appro- 
priate decision support tools founded on sound science are necessary to evaluate po- 
tential outcomes and impacts. The Geographic Analysis and Monitoring (GAM) Pro- 
gram of the USGS supports the assessment of these impacts by: identifying areas 
suitable for production; developing land use change models that predict future sce- 
narios of land allocations; and assessing the impacts on water quality and quantity 
and carbon sequestration. The GAM Program’s current work focuses on two geo- 
graphic areas with the potential to see an increased demand for land suitable for 
biofuels production: the northern Great Plains and the Platte River basin. 

'Wind Energy 

The USGS is conducting basic wildlife research on life history, population status, 
mortality factors, and habitat use including application and development of many 
innovative tools and techniques that will help predict movements of wildlife in rela- 
tion to wind turbines. State-of-the-art techniques are being used to evaluate regional 
scale development and cumulative impacts on species that are vulnerable to turbine 
blades (e.g. golden eagles, bats) and habitat loss (e.g. sage grouse). Design of an 
adaptive management framework for wind energy permitting is continuing to 
evolve. Adaptive management allows for evaluation of current information to enable 
short term management decisions while supporting essential monitoring towards 
continued improvement of management approaches over time. 

The USGS is identifying and addressing gaps in regional information needed to 
assess potential impacts of siting and installation of offshore energy systems and 
associated cables. This research project is designed to understand the cumulative 
impacts of installation of varied size, configuration and spacing of offshore wind en- 
ergy turbines on the seafloor. Research will address scientific questions related to 
changes in sediment deposition, migration and erosion patterns; disturbance or 
nourishment to habitats, and compaction of sediments. Resultant maps would be a 
part of an information portfolio used by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, 
Regulation, and Enforcement (BOEMRE), the National Park Service (NFS), and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to evaluate potential cumulative impacts of 
installation of offshore alternative energy structures and cabling on sea floor dis- 
turbance caused by bottom stressors. 

Solar Energy 

The USGS is researching the interaction of solar energy development, placement, 
infrastructure support systems (roads, transmission lines), and facility operations 
with wildlife and the ecosystems on which they depend. Research will provide crit- 
ical information to guide development and help determine what management, place- 
ment, construction and operational measures will help us meet our future energy 
needs while maintaining sustainable wildlife populations and ecosystems under 
DOI’s conservation and resource mandates. This includes research to identify the 
type and scope of potential impacts, developing and validating maps and models to 
predict the impacts of mortality, habitat loss and other factors on wildlife popu- 
lations, particularly on the desert ecosystems of the Southwest. 

Hydropower 

The USGS maintains a network of about 7,700 streamgages across the Nation. 
Long-term streamflow records at these sites provide the basis for any assessment 
of developable power, including both hydropower and conventional thermo-electric 
facilities requiring cooling water. 

In 2011-2012, the USGS is conducting a hydropower assessment. This work is 
being done in cooperation with the Department of Energy’s Idaho National Labora- 
tory, and is a conventional, as opposed to low-head, hydropower resource assess- 
ment, building on the initial 2003 assessment. For a prototype region (the Pacific 
Northwest), two assessments are being conducted. The first evaluates the power po- 
tential of greenfield site (never before developed) hydroelectric plants. This work 
will involve assessing the gross power potential by using a dam development model 
of all stream reaches on which there is currently no civil structure. The developable 
power along with necessary dam width, height, and inundated area will be esti- 
mated. The second assesses and identifies sites for the development of new pumped 
storage hydroelectric plants for the Pacific Northwest. This work will involve identi- 
fication of topographic features (natural bowls and sinks) that could potentially form 
the upper reservoir of a pumped storage plant. 

Water — Energy Coordination 

In 2009, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) conducted a performance 
audit of the agencies that collect key data about water use at thermoelectric gener- 
ating plants in the United States. Two federal agencies — the USGS and the U.S. 
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Energy Information Administration (EIA), the independent statistical and analytical 
agency within the Department of Energy — collect and disseminate this information. 
The GAO released the findings of their performance audit in a GAO-10-23 entitled: 
“ENERGY-WATER NEXUS Improvements to Federal Water Use Data Would In- 
crease Understanding of Trends in Power Plant Water Use.” The USGS and the EIA 
are taking the recommendations in this report very seriously and intend to fully im- 
plement them. Our actions will include: 

• Expanding efforts to disseminate available data on the use of alternative water 
sources, such as treated effluent and groundwater that is not suitable for drink- 
ing or irrigation reinstating collection and distribution of water consumption 
data at thermoelectric power plants. 

• Improving the overall quality of data collected on water use from power plants 
through regularly coordination with EIA, USGS, water and electricity industry 
experts, environmental groups, academics, and other federal agencies, to iden- 
tify and implement steps to improve data collection and dissemination. 

These measures will help us in understanding how this important aspect of en- 
ergy production influences water availability. 

Question 25b. Has USGS conducted studies to evaluate the impacts of energy pro- 
duction on water supplies from a water quality and water quantity perspective? 

Answer. The USGS has been investigating the environmental impacts of water co- 
produced during oil and gas production for some time. Previous investigations have 
included documenting impacts of historical releases of produced brines in Oklahoma. 
Currently the USGS is: 1) identifying impacts for the use/disposal of coalbed natural 
gas produced waters in the Wyoming portion of the Powder River Basin; 2) studying 
the composition and potential human health issues of naturally-occurring organic 
compounds in coalbed methane produced waters; 3) characterizing the composition 
and radioactive nature of produced waters (including flowback waters) from oil and 
gas wells in the Appalachian Basin (an area of few well-documented data); and 4) 
creating a method to estimate water requirements and waste water volumes from 
development of continuous hydrocarbon resources. 

The USGS is augmenting monitoring networks to establish a baseline of water 
quality and availability in the Appalachian Basin where drilling is proposed or ongo- 
ing, to better understand the potential contamination associated with Marcellus 
Shale gas drilling and hydraulic fracturing. 

The USGS is investigating “produced well waters” generated as a by-product of 
drilling to provide information on the volume, quality (including radioactivity), im- 
pacts, and possible uses of water produced during generation of oil, gas, and coalbed 
natural gas production and development. 

In Colorado, the USGS recently conducted an energy production related study on 
sources of nitrate and methane in groundwater in Garfield County. 

Under the WaterSMART Initiative, the USGS proposes to report to Congress rou- 
tinely in the future on the effects of new energy supplies development on water use 
sectors throughout the country. This proposal is part of the President’s fiscal year 
2012 budget request. 

A federal committee, chaired by the USGS, has been formed and is actively work- 
ing on a plan for a comprehensive assessment of the effects of shale gas (and 
hydrofracturing) on water quality, beginning in the Delaware River Basin. 

Question 25c. Has USGS conducted studies to evaluate the constraints that insuf- 
ficient water supplies pose for the additional development of conventional and re- 
newable energy sources? 

Answer. The USGS completed a water availability pilot study in the Great Lakes 
Basin. A key aspect of that investigation was an evaluation of water use in the 
Great Lakes. Thermoelectric power production is a key industry in the Great Lakes 
and the water use associated with this industry was evaluated as part of an overall 
water use evaluation in the Great Lakes. 

The USGS is also in the early stages of creating a methodology for estimating 
water inputs and outputs for the development of continuous hydrocarbon resources 
such as tight gas, shale gas, shale oil, and coalbed methane. The initial pilot work 
is being conducted on the Bakken Shale but similar studies are anticipated for other 
areas of hydraulic fracturing. In the case of the Bakken Shale, the water require- 
ments are being compared to available regional water resources. 

Question 25d. What activities is USGS undertaking to evaluate carbon sequestra- 
tion? 

Answer. 
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Geologic Carbon Sequestration 

In 2010, the USGS published the final assessment methodology to estimate geo- 
logic carbon sequestration storage potential across the United States. The USGS 
methodology to assess the CO 2 storage resource of individual storage assessment 
units in the sedimentary basins of the United States is a geology-based, probabilistic 
methodology. The USGS is assembling multi-disciplinary teams to address chal- 
lenges related to assessing sequestration potential. For example, a critical issue 
when evaluating storage resources is the integrity and effectiveness of the seal that 
will retain the CO 2 . In 2010, the USGS and Stanford University co-sponsored a 
participatory workshop on Seals and Caprocks in Geologic Carbon Sequestration. 
This workshop brought together scientists with expertise in petrophysical, geologi- 
cal, hydrological, and geochemical properties of caprocks and seals for water and pe- 
troleum retention with scientists concerned with carbon capture and storage for CO 2 
storage and retention in geologic strata. 

Work on the national assessment is ongoing in order to estimate the CO 2 that can 
be stored in the technically accessible pore volume in oil and gas reservoirs and sa- 
line formations. In addition to the assessment activities, complementary research 
activities will be undertaken, including studying the geologic controls on storage ca- 
pacity such as injectivity, factors associated with enhanced oil and gas recovery and 
CO 2 storage potential, issues related to storage of CO 2 in coal beds, and statistical 
relationships between storage assessment units, volumetric parameters, and aggre- 
gation to a national scale. 

Biologie Carbon Sequestration 

The development of the assessment methodology for biolo^cal carbon sequestra- 
tion and greenhouse gas flux in ecosystems was completed in 2010 and published 
in November 2010. The application of the peer-reviewed and public-commented as- 
sessment methodology to evaluate the Nation’s ecosystems for carbon storage and 
reduction of greenhouse gas fluxes began in January 2011. 

In 2011 and 2012, the USGS will apply a scientific framework to analyze natural 
and anthropogenic effects on long-term carbon storage, sequestration, and vulner- 
ability of releasing carbon into the atmosphere. Within this framework, the USGS 
will use an extensive set of measured and observed data including field inventory 
data, land management data, and land change trends (including wildfires). The 
USGS will use these datasets as input data to run land use, biogeochemical, and 
hydrological models to generate carbon and greenhouse gas flux estimates for for- 
ests, wetlands, grass and shrub, cropland, and aquatic ecosystems. 

Question 25e. Has USGS evaluated the effects of hydraulic fracturing on water 
supplies? 

Answer. The USGS is performing a number of activities relevant to the effects of 
hydraulic fracturing on water supplies including 

• Natural gas resource assessments are complete or underway for tight gas, shale 
gas, and coalbed methane. These assessments can help resource planners pre- 
dict future resource development trends and therefore potential water avail- 
ability and water quality effects. 

• The USGS operates an ongoing nationwide surface water flow gaging network 
and targeted water availability studies. These form the baseline for evaluation 
of effects of oil and natural gas drilling, including wells requiring hydraulic frac- 
turing. 

• Water quality sampling and monitoring is being tailored using existing net- 
works on streams in some areas affected by shale gas drilling, and some limited 
flowback water sampling has been initiated. 

• A pilot study of production and basin water budget was performed in the 
Williston Basin. 

• A regional long-term baseline of groundwater and surface water quality is 
maintained by the USGS and can be used to evaluate future regional effects of 
hydraulic fracturing. 

• The USGS is in the process of publishing a study on the radionuclide content 
of produced waters being generated from the Appalachian Basin, including the 
Marcellus. 

The USGS is cooperating with EPA’s hydraulic fracturing study and with DOE 
on related research. 


OFFICE OF INSULAR AFFAIRS 

Question 26. The OIA budget again proposes a new program, “Empowering Insu- 
lar Communities” (EIC), but the request is for $4.1 million instead of the $5 million 
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proposed last year. The goals of the program remain vague. On page 83, the budget 
again says that the program is designed to: 1) “strengthen the foundations for eco- 
nomic development in the islands by addressing challenges preventing reliable deliv- 
ery of critical services needed to attract investment”, and 2) “pursue economic devel- 
opment initiatives that encourage private sector investment . . .”. But then on page 
85, the budget says that $1.1 million would be used for projects related to the Guam 
Military Realignment, and $3.0 million would be used “to help the territories imple- 
ment actions identified in these (NREL) energy plans.” Would you support a budget 
that explicitly focuses the non-Guam funds on the funding energy projects identified 
in the strategic energy plans and that eliminated the “call-letter” process for deter- 
mining the allocation of funds. 

Answer. Yes, the Department of the Interior endorses the utilization of $3 million 
in Empowering Insular Communities (EIC) funds for the implementation of stra- 
tegic energy plans. As the 2012 Budget Justifications for the Office of Insular Af- 
fairs (OIA) provides, “OIA will use the remaining $3.0 million requested for Empow- 
ering Insular Communities in 2012 to help the territories implement actions identi- 
fied these (NREL) energy plans.” 

We believe that consultation with the territories via a call letter is an important 
part of determining priorities. We plan to use the call letter process in future years. 
Fiscal year 2012, however, is different. The NREL energy plans will be published 
soon. Because budget-busting energy costs are of such a high priority in all the is- 
lands, we plan to devote the remaining $3 million in EIC funds to implementation 
of island energy plans. We believe that this designation of funds will meet high-pri- 
ority needs on the islands. 

Question 27. What positions within OIA are currently vacant, and are there funds 
within the FY12 budget to fill these positions? 

Answer. Currently, OIA has three vacant positions: the Federated States of Micro- 
nesia Compact position, an Education Sector Specialist in the Honolulu field office 
and an Evaluator in the Honolulu field office. The FY 2012 budget adds an addi- 
tional two positions for field personnel in Guam. 

Question 28. How many of the DOI/OIG auditors are reliably available for grant 
monitoring in U.S.-affiliated Pacific Islands? 

Answer. The Department and our Office of Inspector General (OIG) do not have 
auditors assigned full-time for grant monitoring in the U.S.-affiliated Pacific islands. 
If requested by the OIA to investigate a specific set of circumstances, the OIG con- 
siders and usually grants the request. 

Question 29. The budget proposes an increase of $300,000 to station two staff to 
conduct grant monitoring in Guam. However, there are more OIA grant funds pro- 
vided to the other five U.S. -affiliated Pacific island jurisdictions than to Guam. Why 
was Guam selected as the site of this expended monitoring capability and wouldn’t 
it be more cost effective to stationed staff in Hawaii, or in other islands where there 
are more DOI funds to monitor? What would be the OIA priorities if an additional 
$300,000 funds were to be made available for grant monitoring? 

Answer. Guam and Palau are the only islands to which OIA responsibility extends 
that currently do not have OIA field offices. An additional two officials on Guam, 
as proposed in the 2012 budget, would provide the Department with needed support 
and oversight for activities that are primarily taking place on Guam, but also pro- 
vide more regional oversight. 

Near term priorities of the Guam field staff would be monitoring the Guam build- 
up and the associated large influx of federal funds. The field staff would also be ex- 
pected to provide oversight assistance to grant managers by conducting regular con- 
struction project site visits and in-person audits of grantee files both on Guam and 
other insular areas as assigned. Being located on Guam, the officials would be con- 
veniently located to assist with OIA responsibilities and oversight in Palau, the 
CNMI and FSM. Given high travel costs from Hawaii, we believe that locating the 
officials in Guam would be cost-effective. 

Question 30. Please describe the anticipated FY12 workload for the Ombudsman’s 
Office in the CNMI and whether it will be greater, less, or about the same as this 
fiscal year? 

Answer. OIA supports the President’s budget submission for the Ombudsman’s 
Office in the CNMI. OIA expects the fiscal year 2012 workload for the Ombudsman 
to remain consistent with the 2010 and 2011 workload. 

Question 31. Please briefly describe the status of the implementation of P.L. 110- 
229 including a list of issues that need to be addressed through FY12, and OIA’s 
recommendation on how these issues should be managed. 

Answer. Implementation is on-going, and along with other federal agencies we are 
finding ways to resolve the unique challenges presented by the task of extending 
federal immigration law to the CNMI after 30 years of CNMI control. 
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The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has issued its final rule governing 
CNMI-only E-2 investors. DHS has not yet issued final regulations governing the 
CNMI-only transitional worker program, the interim final rule for which currently 
is enjoined as a result of litigation filed by the Government of the CNMI. DHS has 
published interim final rules, which are currently in effect, for conforming amend- 
ments to immigration regulations (a joint rulemaking with the Department of Jus- 
tice) and the Guam-CNMI visa waiver program. In addition, the Secretary of Home- 
land Security has exercised her discretionary authority to parole eligible visitors 
into the CNMI on an individual basis from China and Russia. 

Under the Consolidated Natural Resources Act of 2008, the Department of the In- 
terior was instructed (1) to report with recommendations on what actions should be 
taken with regard to foreign workers in the CNMI, and (2) to provide technical as- 
sistance to aid in the diversification of the CNMI economy and to aid CNMI employ- 
ers in hiring United States-eligible workers. 

The Interior Report on the Alien Worker Population in the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands was issued in April 2010, with the recommendation that 
“consistent with the goals of comprehensive immigration reform, we recommend 
that the Congress consider permitting alien workers who have lawfully resided in 
the CNMI for a minimum period of five years to apply for long-term status under 
the immigration and nationality laws of tbe United States.” 

With regard to technical assistance, the OIA conducted a Forum on Economic and 
Labor Development (FELD) in November 2010 in order to get stakeholder in-put in 
the development of a technical assistance program. The results of the FELD are 
being finalized and will soon be posted on OIA’s website. From information obtained 
during this forum, OIA is developing a technical assistance program to assist the 
Commonwealth in its economic recovery efforts and aid employers in hiring United 
State-eligible labor. 

Question 32. When there is a disagreement between OIA and DHS on how to han- 
dle an alien worker case in the CNMI, have OIA and DHS established a system to 
exchange information and reach an agreement on how resolve the disagreement? 

Answer. OIA and many agencies within DHS working on issues in the CNMI have 
established good working relationships and are working together to facilitate the 
transition to federal immigration law in the CNMI. DHS’ USCIS has been respon- 
sive to the unique situation in the CNMI and cognizant of the challenges of applying 
the federal immigration categories to the lawfully present aliens in the CNMI. They 
continue to work collaboratively with the Ombudsman’s Office in this area. 

CBP has also been responsive when an alien’s lawful status is in question and 
has responded quickly to any concerns raised by the Ombudsman’s Office. 

The Ombudsman’s Office and ICE are developing a cooperative working relation- 
ship. In the area of anti-trafficking, smuggling or other criminal matters, ICE has 
been responsive. 

Question 33. What agency is the source of the grants that are currently being in- 
vestigated in the Marshall Islands? 

Answer. The source of grants being investigated is the Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS). The investigation is continuing, including a determination 
of other funding sources that may be involved. 

Question 34. Please describe the status of this investigation. 

Answer. The Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI) Attorney General has been 
investigating the fraud since 2010. 

The RMI Attorney General briefed U.S. members of the Joint Economic Manage- 
ment and Financial Accountability Committee on the status of the investigations on 
March 22, 2011. Twenty-two cases have been filed involving various forms of fraud 
against tbe Government of the RMI, totaling between $600,000 to $700,000. Some 
conspirators have been suspended without pay and three have been terminated. The 
RMI expects to get convictions on all cases and will continue to prosecute pending 
cases. 

Only half of the embezzled amount was drawn down by the RMI from the affected 
HHS programs. This means that RMI local funds were stolen as well. So far, only 
one transaction of $9,000 in Compact-related funding is being investigated for pos- 
sible fraud. The Government of the RMI anticipates the recovery of some of the lost 
assets. 

The Department of Interior is collaborating with HHS by sharing information and 
coordinating the response. The OIA led a meeting between U.S. officials (including 
HHS staff) and RMI officials in late February. 

The U.S. Embassy urged the RMI to engage outside assistance. The RMI wel- 
comed participation by OIA and OIG personnel. The investigation is on-going. 

Question 35. Are DOI/OIG or OIA investigators participating in this investigation? 
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Answer. Currently, OIA has two officials participating in the investigation. One 
is the OIA representative permanently assigned to the U.S. Embassy in Majuro. The 
OIA Accountability Specialist has also been assigned temporary duty in Majuro to 
assist. The Office of Inspector General has also assigned an auditor to participate 
in the investigation. 

Question 36. In light of the problems in the Marshall Islands, does the DOI/OIG 
or OIA plan any specific oversight or investigation of grants in the other U.S.-affili- 
ated islands in the Pacific? 

Answer. OIA does not currently plan any other investigations. The problem in the 
RMI was allegedly the work of a ring of conspirators, originally assumed to be trust- 
worthy, who methodically falsified documents in league with vendors. This is a dif- 
ficult fraud to detect. The Department auditors provided guidance to the RMI in im- 
proving procedures and detecting fraud. When staffed with OIA evaluator/auditors, 
the OIA will have the capacity to provide an in-depth review of procurement prac- 
tices in the insular areas. 

Question 37. What is the status of Rongelap the resettlement program and do you 
expect that resettlement will be initiated by the October 1st target date? 

Answer. Phase II of the OIA-funded Rongelap resettlement housing program has 
four clusters. There are five houses in the first cluster. At Rongelap Island the con- 
tractor has finished the exterior, six-inch concrete-masonry-unit (CMU) block works 
for all five houses and has begun the CMU block works for the interior, four-inch 
walls for some of the five houses. In Majuro the contractor has in progress the pro- 
curement and delivery of roofing materials, windows, doors/hardware, lumber and 
cement. 

The second cluster has thirteen houses; the third cluster, twelve houses. At 
Rongelap Island, preparation for the workers’ camp for each of these clusters con- 
tinues. In Majuro the contractor has undertaken the material testing of the CMU 
blocks for these two clusters and has substantially completed the procurement and 
delivery of cement, blocks and aggregate for both clusters. 

The fourth cluster will have ten houses, for which the contract in the amount of 
$799,999 has been awarded to Majuro Building Solutions. The notice to proceed has 
been issued with a completion date of January 12, 2012. A pre-construction meeting 
has been held to discuss, among other topics, construction safety, logistics and work- 
ers’ barracks at Rongelap Island. 

Based on available information, the OIA anticipates that resettlement at 
Rongelap Island will begin by the October 1st target date. 

Question 38. Please report briefly on what steps OIA has taken in the past year 
to reduce the impact of FAS migrants on communities in Guam and Hawaii. 

Answer. Currently, there are two OIA initiatives intended to reduce the effect of 
Micronesian migration on United States jurisdictions. First, in order to better edu- 
cate and prepare citizens from the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI) traveling 
to the United States, OIA has awarded a technical assistance grant to develop an 
orientation pamphlet and video. These materials identify important documents that 
are necessary to live and work in the U.S., information about housing, employment, 
health care, education, U.S. law, and additional resources that can contribute to a 
better understanding of their rights and responsibilities while in the U.S. 

Second, OIA has engaged in discussions with the Government of the RMI to es- 
tablish an RMI health screening process. The goal of this initiative is to ensure that 
RMI citizens receive medical attention they need prior to traveling and limit the 
spread of communicable diseases, such as drug resistant tuberculosis. This targeted 
effort will assist in reducing the burden of providing expensive medical care and can 
prevent unnecessary loss of life. This is an on-going initiative that OIA is pursuing 
with the RMI government. Areas of continued discussion include how to deliver this 
service, how to handle the costs, and how to convince RMI citizens that the screen- 
ing can benefit them and is not an effort to prevent them from travelling. 

Under Article 141 of the Compacts as Amended with the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands (RMI) and the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), as well as the Com- 
pact with the Republic of Palau (ROP), citizens of the FAS can travel, live, and work 
in the United States without a visa. The possibility of the U.S. embassies in the 
FAS reviewing public charge/medical ineligibilities for FAS citizens seeking to travel 
to the United States would not be a viable solution. The U.S. embassies would have 
to increase significantly the size (personnel, equipment, and space) of their consular 
sections in order to properly review public charge/medical ineligibilities for FAS citi- 
zens seeking to travel to the U.S. The public charge issue would be especially dif- 
ficult to adjudicate as it is typically associated with a U.S. -based sponsor who is the 
petitioner for an immigrant visa. Without a petitioner we would have to evaluate 
applicants more like non-immigrant visas where we look at the applicant’s own fi- 
nancial capacity or skills-based employability. If this were the case, few FAS citi- 
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zens would likely qualify. Any system set up to screen FAS citizens going to the 
U.S. for any medical ineligibility would do little to solve the problem of the financial 
burden of Compact migrants on the states. The health issues of FAS migrants that 
are the most costly to the states are diabetes, heart disease, and hypertension. None 
of these diseases in themselves would make a traveler to the U.S. ineligible to enter. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

Question 39. Rural Water — ^Although the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act provided significant funding for Reclamation’s rural water projects, there con- 
tinues to be a significant funding backlog for those projects. Many of those projects, 
like the Eastern New Mexico Rural Water Project, are designed to meet critical 
water needs where no reliable water supply exists. What are Reclamation’s plans 
for meeting the funding requirements of the existing authorized projects? 

Answer. The first priority for funding rural water projects is the required oper- 
ation and maintenance component, which is $16.3 million [Bureau of Reclamation- 
wide] for FY 2012 for tribal features of the Mni Wiconi and Garrison projects. Rec- 
lamation has applied a consistent method for allocating funds for the construction 
component based on objective criteria that gave priority to projects that serve on- 
reservation needs and projects nearest to completion. Reclamation is making 
progress in funding construction of rural water projects. The Mid-Dakota rural 
water project was completed in FY 2006; numerous features within the Garrison Di- 
version Unit in North Dakota have been completed; the Perkins County Project is 
scheduled to be completed in 2011, and the Mni Wiconi Rural Water System is 
scheduled to be completed in 2013, dependent on funding. Approximately $232 mil- 
lion in American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) funds were provided for 
rural water projects ($20.9 million on O&M, and the remainder of approximately 
$211.1 million on construction), an amount approximately $32 million more than 
initially allocated. 

• Mni Wiconi Rural Water Project is in the FY 2012 budget request for 
$16.3 million in construction funds. 

• Garrison Diversion Unit Rural Water — The state and tribal compo- 
nents of this rural water project are in the FY 2012 budget request for $1.0 
million each. 

• Fort Peck Reservation/Dry Prairie RWS in Montana is in the FY 2012 
budget request for $493,000. 

• Lewis and Clark Rural Water System in South Dakota, Iowa, and Min- 
nesota, is in the FY 2012 budget request for $493,000. 

• Rocky Boy’s/North Central Montana RWS in Montana is in the FY 
2012 budget request for $493,000. 

• he Jicarilla Apache Rural water system is in the FY 2012 budget re- 
quest for $496,000. 

For the Eastern NM Rural Water Supply Project, Reclamation has completed all 
the prerequisites for construction including the issuance of a Finding of No Signifi- 
cant Impact (FONSI) for the Environmental Assessment for the Project on January 
28, 2011. There is no funding requested in the 2012 budget for this Project but the 
local sponsors will be utilizing a portion of the 25 percent cost share to break ground 
on the project this year. The Administration will be reviewing funding needs in FY 
2013 and beyond. 

Since the project was authorized in 2002, Reclamation has received approximately 
$10.3 million for the Jicarilla Apache Rural Water System. To date, the Jicarilla 
Apache Nation (Nation) has expended approximately $5 million of this appropriated 
funding and more than $20 million from other sources. The Nation has approxi- 
mately $5.5 million in available federal funding for work this year, has hired a new 
Project Manager, and has plans to spend about $2.5 million. Reclamation requested 
appropriations in the amount of $496,000 for FY2012 for this project. 

Question 40. In 2010, Reclamation initiated funding opportunities in connection 
with the rural water program. What is the status of the funding that was allocated 
through those opportunity announcements? Does Reclamation intend to initiate a 
new round of funding opportunities in the near future? 

Answer. In FY 2010, Reclamation awarded $2.6 million to fund 10 appraisal in- 
vestigations and 3 feasibility studies under the Rural Water Program. All of the ap- 
praisal investigations are anticipated to be completed within two years of the award, 
by the end of FY 2012. The feasibility studies awarded in FY 2010 are expected to 
be finished by 2016. 

Reclamation is currently evaluating 45 applications received in response to the FY 
2011 Funding Opportunity Announcement. The total amount of federal funding re- 
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quested was over $7.5 million. Thirty of the forty-five applicants were asked to sub- 
mit a full application (due April 5, 2011) for further consideration of funding. The 
FY 2012 Funding Opportunity Announcement is scheduled in late 2011. 

Question 41. It does not appear that Reclamation’s budget includes any funding 
to initiate the loan guarantee program authorized by the Rural Water Supply Act 
of 2006 (P.L. No. 109-451). What is the basis for the Administration’s delay in estab- 
lishing the loan guarantee program? What is the status of the criteria that the Sec- 
retary is to establish which identifies the entities and projects for which loan guar- 
antees will be available? 

Answer. Overall, our budget continues to support the need to maintain infrastruc- 
ture in a safe operating condition while addressing the m3Tiad challenges facing 
water users in the West. No appropriations are requested for the cost of loan guar- 
antees. On October 6, 2008, a proposed rule was published in the Federal Register 
with a 30-day public comment period. The proposed rule established criteria to de- 
termine eligibility of entities to use loan guarantees to fund Rural Water projects, 
as well as extraordinary maintenance and rehabilitation for existing facilities. 

RIO GRANDE PROJECT 

Question 42. Has Reclamation evaluated the consequences from a water supply 
perspective of the recent agreement entered between Elephant Butte Irrigation Dis- 
trict and El Paso Water Improvement Dist. No.l related to operation of the Rio 
Grande Project? How would the water supply allocations be different if Reclamation 
had continued to follow the prior allocation formulas that Reclamation had pre- 
viously used to allocate project water? Has Reclamation developed and released a 
revised version of the operating manual? Does Reclamation have any plans for fur- 
ther modifications to the operating manual or the agreement? What has Reclama- 
tion done to address the concerns raised about the agreement from the States of 
Colorado and New Mexico? Is Reclamation open to further discussions with those 
states regarding their concerns? 

Answer. The Rio Grande Project’s water supply is determined by the Rio Grande 
Compact. The Operating Agreement functions within the constraints of the Com- 
pact, and consequently, Project supply under the Compact is unaffected. 

The allocations to each District prior to the new operating agreement, as well as 
under the Operating Agreement, are based on the respective acres in each District. 
The Elephant Butte Irrigation District (EBID) receives 57 percent of the deliverable 
water to the headings and the El Paso Water Improvement District No. 1 (EP#1) 
receives 43 percent. Under the Agreement this balance is maintained because the 
EBID is still allocated a 57 percent of surface supply and the EP#1 is still allocated 
43 percent of surface supply. However, because of the effects of river pumping in 
New Mexico, the EBID agrees to forgo the delivery of a portion of its surface alloca- 
tion so that the delivery to the Texas portion of the Project remains 43 percent of 
the annual delivery based upon historical delivery criteria. The EBID then obtains 
its historical Project allocation by recovering Project water from the ground. The 
amount of water in the river remains within the same range as has resulted from 
project deliveries over the historical operation of the Rio Grande Project. The issue 
of the amount of pumping allowed by the State of New Mexico and the effect of such 
state authorized pumping is, of course, part of the reason for the adoption of the 
Operating Agreement. However, as the purpose of the Operating Agreement was to 
preserve the historical allocation of Project supply, the major effect of pumping in 
New Mexico is not an effect of Project operations but, instead, is a function of the 
water rights granted by the State of New Mexico. 

As allowed by the Agreement the Operations Manual is revised each year in order 
to address minor changes needed to make the Agreement work in all situations. 
Changes are made by consensus with all Project water users. Once adopted and ap- 
proved these changes are made available to all interested parties. 

Reclamation has been in discussions with the New Mexico Office of the State En- 
gineer, the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission, and the Engineering Advi- 
sors to the Rio Grande Compact Commission since 2008 on Rio Grande Project oper- 
ations under the new Operating Agreement. Representatives from each Compact 
State have been invited to attend the monthly meetings held by the Project water 
users to help all parties gain a better understanding of Project operations. Reclama- 
tion will continue to work with the Rio Grande Compact States and the two Dis- 
tricts to address concerns as they arise. 

Question 43. What actions, if any, is Reclamation taking to prepare for a below- 
average snow pack this year in New Mexico? 

Answer. In preparation for below average snow pack in the Rio Grande, Reclama- 
tion is taking various actions: 
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• The Rio Grande Project only allocates water that is in storage. As of March 1, 
2011, Reclamation has made allocations equal to only 27 percent of a full alloca- 
tion. As more water reaches Project storage it will be allocated to the Project 
water users in accordance with existing agreements. The irrigation Districts 
and Mexico have been notified of the anticipated decreased water supply and 
have been provided with a projected inflow schedule and allocation based on the 
latest snowpack and runoff scenarios. These projections are for planning pur- 
poses only and are not a guarantee of the final allocation for 2011. 

• Under the 2003 Emergency Drought Water Agreement, which allows storage 
while under Article VII restrictions, we plan to store 10,000 ac-ft in El Vado, 
which will supplement the approximately 21,500 ac-ft of supplemental water al- 
ready available. 

• We will soon have a contract in place to monitor the river for BiOp require- 
ments, and we have extended the dates of the contract so that monitoring can 
begin earlier, if necessary. 

• To address the issue of Prior and Paramount (P&P) storage for Indian users. 
Reclamation met with the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the affected Pueb- 
los on March 22, 2011 about P&P storage, including plans for P&P storage this 
spring. The final stored amount will be determined in May, consistent with the 
1981 Agreement for Procedures for the Storage and Release of Indian Water 
Entitlements of the Six Middle Rio Grande Pueblos. Based on existing knowl- 
edge of available flows, it is anticipated that the entire P&P amount will be 
stored during Article VII restrictions. 

The forecast on the Pecos River is for 36 percent of the 30 year average inflow 
to Santa Rosa Lake. Water users are working with Reclamation to manage limited 
storage supplies and base flows in order to meet requirements under the current 
Biological Opinion. In addition. Reclamation has been proactive by conserving water 
used to meet ESA BiOp flow targets in close coordination with FWS staff. Together, 
we agreed that, given this year’s forecast. Reclamation will not manage for the 35 
cfs target at Taiban, but instead will manage for continuous flow. Reclamation staff 
is continuing efforts to acquire more water, via leases with river pumpers and the 
Carlsbad Irrigation District. 


MIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT 

Question 44. Reclamation is in the process of preparing a biological assessment 
that will lead toward a new biological opinion for its operations within the Middle 
Rio Grande. How will the new biological assessment address concerns that the exist- 
ing 2003 biological opinion is not sustainable on a long-term basis? What has Rec- 
lamation done to coordinate with the Corps of Engineers and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to ensure that there is a smooth transition to a new biological opinion for 
the Middle Rio Grande? Is there a clear path forward for the new biological opinion? 
Does Reclamation anticipate any problems in meeting the benchmarks it has estab- 
lished for the process of developing the new biological assessment or obtaining a bio- 
logical opinion from the Fish and Wildlife Service? What specific activities are being 
carried out with the funding provided in 2010 and 2011 to address ESA issues in 
the Middle Rio Grande? 

Answer. Based on our modeling of the Middle Rio Grande, water operations as 
described in the 2003 biological opinion (BiOp) are not sustainable into the future, 
and therefore it is critical that new operations and management tools be identified 
and implemented as soon as possible. In addition to development of the Biological 
Assessment (BA), several other concurrent efforts are underway which are essential 
for the success of the consultation process. Updating the current Long Term Plan 
(LTP) and development of an Adaptive Management Plan by the Middle Rio Grande 
Endangered Species Collaborative Program (Program), and Reclamation’s efforts to 
secure additional water supplies and new water operations tools to meet science- 
based flow requirements will all be crucial pieces of the consultation process. The 
2003 BiOp is the point of departure but realistically it will be a few years into the 
new BiOp before new science-based information and understanding through the per- 
formance of hypothesis testing in adaptive management allows for changes in water 
operations. 

Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers (CoE) are proactively working to draft 
BAs on the effects of discretionary Middle Rio Grande water management actions 
and river maintenance. A joint federal/non-federal ESA consultation team has been 
established to support the consultation efforts. Beyond Reclamation and CoE the 
interagency team includes the FWS and a few non-federal entities. Reclamation also 
meets and coordinates with the FWS and the Corps individually on an as needed 
basis. 
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Reclamation does not anticipate major problems in meeting its benchmarks in de- 
veloping the new BA. Reclamation continues to work collaboratively with the Serv- 
ice, and other stakeholders, to ensure that we can successfully negotiate the path 
to achieve a BO that will be satisfactory to all parties. 

FY 2010 and proposed 2011 funding would allow the Collaborative Program to 
continue activities to support transitioning into a Recovery Program. This included 
(1) revising the LTP, (2) initiation of developing an adaptive management plan for 
Program-related research and management actions, (3) initiation of scientific peer 
review of nominated Program projects including the 2003 BiOp requirement to im- 
plement fish passage at San Acacia Diversion Dam, (iv) supporting compliance with 
the 2003 BiOp , including ongoing activities such as: habitat restoration; supporting 
efforts of the FWS through interagency agreements for Big Bend silvery minnow re- 
introduction, Program management, and Endangered Species Act support; silvery 
minnow assessment and genetics monitoring, augmentation, rescue efforts, egg 
spawning and monitoring, population monitoring and estimation. Population Viabil- 
ity Analysis modeling, fish community sampling methodology evaluation, age and 
growth sampling and analysis; and continued operation and maintenance of USGS 
Middle Rio Grande gages and silvery minnow rearing and breeding facilities. 

WATERSMART 

Question 45. The WaterSMART program included an increased budget request in 
FY 2011 but has been scaled back for FY 2012. Why has Reclamation sought a de- 
creased amount of funding in FY 2012 for the WaterSMART grants? Regarding the 
Title XVI program, what is the status of the funding backlog for the existing author- 
ized Title XVI projects? Have any projects been taken off the prior backlog list as 
a result of information provided by the project proponents that funding is no longer 
necessary. Has Reclamation begun to utilize the new criteria it has developed for 
the Title XVI program? Last year. Reclamation initiated a funding opportunity an- 
nouncement for the Title XVI program — does Reclamation intend to go forward with 
awards and if so, what is the anticipated time frame for doing so? 

Answer. The budget request for WaterSMART Grants in FY 2012 does represent 
a decrease from the FY 2011 request due to the economic conditions facing the Na- 
tion and competing budget priorities. The FY 2012 request is similar to the level 
of appropriations for WaterSMART Grants in FY 2010, when Reclamation was able 
to award funding for 51 new cost-shared projects. The overall amount of funding re- 
quested for WaterSMART is substantially increased in 2012 compared to 2010. 

Reclamation included new program criteria in its FY 2011 funding opportunity 
announcement to identify project phases that most effectively meet program goals. 
Applications submitted by the February 11, 2011 deadline are currently under re- 
view. Selections are expected to be announced in early April 2011, or later as nec- 
essary to ascertain the amount of FY 2011 funding available for such projects. 

HYDROPOWER 

Question 46. The Department is a party to the Memorandum of Understanding 
for Hydropower which addresses the development of additional hydropower re- 
sources at the Bureau of Reclamation’s facilities. What is the status of Reclama- 
tion’s discussions with FERC regarding a revised memorandum of agreement be- 
tween the agencies regarding coordination of the development of hydropower 
projects? Does Reclamation anticipate it will develop an inventory of the projects 
that Reclamation has power development authority for that can be made available 
to the public? What are Reclamation’s procedures for development of “in conduit” 
hydropower within Reclamation projects? What are Reclamation’s plans for publi- 
cizing the availability of the potential to develop additional hydropower, including 
within conduits, at Reclamation facilities? 

Answer. Reclamation met with FERC on February 15, 2011 to discuss options re- 
garding a revised MOU regarding coordination on development of hydropower 
projects. Reclamation is currently doing preparatory work on a preliminary list of 
Reclamation sites that identify the developmental authority of the site. The goal is 
to get a list that both FERC and Reclamation can agree to that details the develop- 
mental authority. At that time the list will be made publicly available. 

Currently Reclamation’s procedures for development of “in conduit” hydropower 
within Reclamation projects is the same as for development at existing dams. Rec- 
lamation is reviewing if/how “in conduit” projects should be addressed in the future. 
Reclamation, in collaboration with DOE is performing a resource assessment in 
2011 that will identify potential for development of hydropower on Reclamation ca- 
nals and conduits. This assessment is the second phase of the hydropower resource 
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assessment started in 2010. The first phase, just completed, identified hydropower 
development capability at 530 Reclamation dams. 

energy/water nexus 

Question 47. The connection between energy and water is becoming increasingly 
important. How is Reclamation incorporating renewable energy sources into its 
projects? Does Reclamation need any additional authorizations to be able to utilize 
renewable energy sources at its facilities? Will Reclamation be able to document the 
conventional ener^ saved or renewable energy generated at its facilities? Is the De- 
partment considering water supply implications in connection with its energy devel- 
opment strategies? 

Answer. Reclamation currently generates over 40 million MWh’s per year of clean 
renewable energy through its existing hydropower fleet, and Reclamation is consist- 
ently evaluating opportunities for increasing generation at these facilities through 
generator rewinds, more efficient turbines and optimization programs. Reclamation 
is also exploring ways to encourage non-federal development of sustainable hydro- 
power development at existing facilities through its “Hydropower Resource Assess- 
ment at Existing Reclamation Facilities” report and tool. These all fall within exist- 
ing authorizations. 

Reclamation is working with the Department of Energy on funding advanced hy- 
dropower system testing projects on new low-head hydropower technologies that are 
designed to bring down the costs of development for previously marginal hydropower 
sites. DOE anticipates releasing this Eunding Opportunity Announcement, which 
would be released by DOE and is designed to be implemented at a Reclamation site. 

Reclamation is also exploring whether other renewable generation resources 
(solar, wind, etc.) can be developed by Reclamation or by others on Reclamation 
land. We are working with the National Renewable Energy Laboratory to do a pre- 
liminary investigation on the best sites for this kind of development. We believe that 
this kind of development also falls under existing authorizations. 

In addition, under the authority of Section 9504 of the SECURE Water Act, Rec- 
lamation makes cost-shared funding available through WaterSMART Grants for 
projects that increase the use of renewable energy in the delivery water. Reclama- 
tion has revised its grant consideration criteria to include incorporation of renew- 
able energy initiatives into water projects and projects that achieve an overall re- 
duction in energy use. 

In 2011, Reclamation will be quantifying energy efficiency savings and renewable 
energy generated at its facilities. This renewable generation is through hydropower, 
solar, and wind energy generated on Reclamation lands. Funding opportunities spe- 
cifically seek proposals that quantify estimates of renewable energy to be generated. 

INDIAN WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENTS 

Question 48. The FY 2012 budget includes funding for recently enacted Indian 
water rights settlements and establishes an Indian Water Rights Settlements ac- 
count to assure continuity in the construction of the authorized projects. Is that ac- 
count intended to be the same account that was established by Congress in P.L. 
111-11, known as the Reclamation Water Settlements Fund? How were the amounts 
for each of the settlements requested in FY 2012 determined? How is Reclamation 
coordinating with BIA and other agencies to ensure that the settlement implementa- 
tion deadlines will be met? 

Answer. The new Indian Water Rights Settlements account is intended to sub- 
sume the funding for the Reclamation Water Settlements Fund, and include both 
funding directed by Congress into the Fund established under P.L. 111-11 and also 
funding that Congress directed for other settlements in the Claims Resolution Act 
of 2010 (CRA). The Reclamation Water Settlements Fund received appropriations as 
a result of the CRA under Title VH ($60 million for FY 2012 through FY 2014). This 
funding is directed for use for Northwestern New Mexico Rural Water Projects, of 
which the Navajo-Gallup Water Supply Project is the first priority, as enacted in 
P.L. 111-11. The CRA also provided additional appropriations for four settlements, 
the White Mountain Apache, Crow, Aamodt, and Taos settlements (Titles III, IV, 
V, and VI of the CRA). The 2012 budget for the Indian Water Rights Settlement 
account requests funds for the four settlements enacted in the CRA as well as the 
Navajo-San Juan settlement. The intent of the new Indian Water Rights Settle- 
ments account is to maintain high visibility and transparency for the settlements 
treated in the CRA by keeping them separate from the account in which most Bu- 
reau of Reclamation programs and projects are funded. 

The amounts requested for each of the settlements were determined by requesting 
capability statements from the Regions/Project managers for each settlement, as to 
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what funding they could reasonably be expected to use under the complex cir- 
cumstances ascribed to each settlement under the CRA. These statements were re- 
quested and completed within a very short turnaround period. 

The Secretary’s Indian Water Rights Office has appointed Implementation Teams 
for each settlement that include representatives from Reclamation, the BIA, the So- 
licitor’s Office, the Department of Justice and other agencies as appropriate. These 
Teams coordinate the implementation of the settlements with the tribes and the 
local entities. In addition, there have been multiple high-level coordination meetings 
under the auspices of the Department of Interior’s Program, Management and 
Budget Office amongst the Bureaus, including Reclamation and BIA, as well as 
budget staff and solicitors. 


RECLAMATION FUND 

Question 49. What is the projected balance in the Reclamation Fund in FY 2011 
and FY 2012? Are there projections in the budget beyond the FY 2012 timeframe? 
If so, please identify those projected balances. 

Answer. The actual balance in the Reclamation Fund at the end of FY 2010 was 
$8.5 billion. The projected balance in FY 2011 is $9.4 billion and $10.5 billion in 
FY 2012. There are no projections beyond the FY 2012 budget. 

ALP 

Question 50. What is the current schedule for completion of the Animas-La Plata 
Project? What is the status of development of the recreational facilities at Lake 
Nighthorse? What activities are scheduled for 2011 and planned for 2012? 

Answer. Construction completion of the Animas-La Plata Project is scheduled for 
FY 2012. Additional funding will be required for continued life cycle operations and 
maintenance in order to complete the commitments of the Federal Government re- 
quired by the Colorado Ute Settlement Act Amendments of 2000. These include the 
requirement that the United States pay the two Colorado Ute Tribes’ operations, 
maintenance, and replacement (OM&R) costs until such time as the Tribes put their 
Project water to use. The Animas-La Plata Water Conservancy District, Reclama- 
tion, and the community of Durango are developing a recreation plan for Lake 
Nighthorse and expect to have the plan available to the public in the spring of 2011. 
Currently, the area in and around Lake Nighthorse remains closed to public use due 
to construction and will remain closed until Reclamation finds a recreation manager 
and appropriate recreation facilities are in place to provide for public safety and pro- 
tect land and water resources from damage due to uncontrolled use. Activities 
scheduled for FY 2011 include: 

• Continue construction of the Navajo Nation Municipal Pipeline in New Mexico, 
under contract with the Navajo Engineering and Construction Authority. 

• Continue construction of the Permanent Operating Facility in Colorado, under 
contract with Weeminuche Construction Authority. 

• Continue filling of Lake Nighthorse. The reservoir is approximately 2/3 full with 
about 80,000 ac ft in storage. 

• The process of transferring the project to O&M status in 2012 has started. As 
part of this process, work on identifying and addressing transfer stipulations 
has begun. 

• Work will continue on the life cycle operation and maintenance of improvements 
for wetland and wildlife mitigation lands associated with the project. 

Activities scheduled for FY 2012 include: 

• Completion of the Navajo Nation Municipal Pipeline. 

• Completion of the filling of Lake Nighthorse. 

• Continue toward completion of the transfer of the project to O&M status, and 
anticipated transfer stipulations. 

• Continued life cycle operation and maintenance of improvements for wetland 
and wildlife mitigation lands associated with the project. 

SAN LUIS DRAINAGE UNIT 

Question 51. What is the status of the litigation involving drainage issues within 
the San Luis Unit? Is a settlement of these issues imminent? If so, what are the 
general terms expected in a potential settlement? 

Answer. In February 2000, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit Court 
of Appeals agreed with the lower district court that section 1(a) of the San Luis Act 
of June 3, 1960 imposes on the Secretary of the Interior a duty to provide drainage 
service to the San Luis Unit, but held that the Secretary has discretion to meet that 
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obligation with a plan other than constructing the Drain to the Bay/Delta, as origi- 
nally envisioned in the Act. The district court subsequently amended its mandatory 
injunction to reflect the decision of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. Following 
completion of an environmental impact statement that evaluated numerous alter- 
natives, Reclamation’s Mid-Pacific Region issued a Record of Decision (ROD) in 
March 2007, selecting the “In-ValleyAVater Needs/Land Retirement Alternative”, 
which was consistent with a locally developed alternative for implementation. The 
selected alternative relies upon a combination of in-Valley treatment of drain water 
(i.e., it avoids the exportation of drain water from the San Joaquin Valley) and land 
retirement to meet the drainage service requirements of the district court’s injunc- 
tion. 

The Department also prepared and submitted to Congress a feasibility report 
which concludes that the cost of implementing the selected alternative will be ap- 
proximately $2.7 billion. That amount far exceeds the remaining appropriations au- 
thorized for construction of the Unit. As a result, the alternative selected in the 
ROD cannot be implemented fully under existing law. 

As part of the ongoing litigation, the Department advised the district court in No- 
vember 2009 that, while it could not implement the entire ROD, sufficient appro- 
priation ceiling remained to allow the Department to construct one subunit of drain- 
age facilities within the Westlands Water District. At the same time we also filed 
with the district court a control schedule projecting the activities and fiscal year 
budget needs to support this construction. In December 2009, the district court 
issued an order directing Reclamation to perform the undertakings we presented to 
the court including the control schedule. Since that time. Reclamation has been per- 
forming activities consistent with this court order, and has been filing status reports 
every six months to update the district court on the status of these activities. On 
September 1, 2010, Reclamation sent a letter to Senator Feinstein outlining the key 
elements of a long-term legislative drainage stratepr that would accomplish the 
goals of transferring responsibility for irrigation drainage to local control and pro- 
viding corresponding financial incentives to the districts. In the meantime, the par- 
ties to the litigation have cross-moved for summary judgment on the remaining 
claim in the case, and those cross-motions are now briefed. The district court has 
scheduled oral argument for May 20, 2011. 

We are not aware of any active settlement discussions for the Firebaugh litiga- 
tion. 


CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 

Question 52. Reclamation’s efforts to manage the CVP include construction of a 
new pumping plant and fish passage at the Red Bluff Diversion Project. Will that 
construction project be completed with the funding requested in FY 2012? What will 
the impacts be if sufficient funding is not received? 

Answer. The Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) contained in the June 4, 
2009 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) BiOp for the continued long-term 
operation of Reclamation’s Central Valley Project and the State of California’s State 
Water Project requires Reclamation to operate the Red Bluff Diversion Dam with 
all gates out of the water no later than May 2012 to allow unimpeded fish passage. 
In order to continue to provide for agricultural water deliveries Reclamation needs 
to have the pumping plant and fish screen operational by May 2012. The RPA al- 
lows Reclamation to request to close the Red Bluff Diversion Dam gates from May 
2012 to September 2012 if the pumping plant and fish screen are not expected to 
be operational by May 2012. 

Reclamation is currently on schedule and on budget to meeting the May 2012 
deadline with a total project cost of approximately $220 million. Reclamation is uti- 
lizing nearly $116 million in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding to 
construct the temporary pumping plant, to design and construct the project. 

All of the funding requested in 2012 is necessary to complete construction of the 
project and have the pumping plant and fish screen operational by May 2012. Once 
complete, this project can 3deld benefits to several listed fish species, including win- 
ter-run and spring-run Chinook salmon, green sturgeon, and Central Valley 
Steelhead, while simultaneously insuring the ability to reliably divert irrigation 
water to 150,000 acres across multiple counties in the Sacramento Valley. 

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA 

Question 53. What is the Smarter Water Supply and Use program? What is the 
anticipated date of completion of the Bay-Delta Habitat Conservation Plan that is 
in the process of being developed by federal agencies and non-federal partners? 
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What efforts have been made to coordinate federal efforts to develop sustainable and 
complementary biological opinions for the Bay-Delta? 

Answer. The California Bay-Delta funding request was realigned in FY 2012 to 
reflect the four interconnected priorities described in the Interim Federal Action 
Plan for the California Bay-Delta (Plan). Smarter Water Supply and Use is one of 
the priorities described in the Plan. The Plan is available at the following website: 

https://www.doi.gov/documents/CAWaterWorkPlan.pdf 

The Bay-Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) has been a collaborative effort to de- 
velop a long-term plan to achieve the dual objectives of a healthy Bay-Delta and a 
reliable water supply for water users who depend on through-Delta conveyance. It 
is the keystone for restoring and protecting the Bay-Delta ecosystem and Califor- 
nia’s water supply system for the long-term. Federal agencies participating in BDCP 
are working closely with the new State Administration and non-federal partners in 
the development of a BDCP process to advance current planning efforts. The agen- 
cies are evaluating and currently updating BDCP schedules and National Environ- 
mental Policy Act/California Environmental Quality Act documents. As of now, a 
public draft of the BDCP is scheduled to be released in December 2011, and a Final 
BDCP released in December 2012. 

The FWS and NMFS, together, with Reclamation, are working to lay the tech- 
nical, policy, and regulatory foundation necessary to develop an integrated biological 
opinion that could be issued jointly by both agencies for the BDCP and continued 
operation of the Central Valley Project (CVP). This approach is consistent with the 
March 2010 National Research Council assessment of the two BiOps under the En- 
dangered Species Act which called for better integration across agencies. The agen- 
cies are also jointly developing anal 3 d;ical tools to help assess future management 
of the Bay-Delta ecosystem, reduce uncertainty, and foster improved integration. 
FWS and NMFS are also building regulatory, legal, and policy teams that will work 
with Reclamation in a multi-agency process to complete the integrated opinion. An 
integrated biological opinion will be a key component for the long-term management 
of the Bay-Delta, by combining the BDCP and CVP actions into a single, com- 
prehensive analysis that ensures coordination of water operations and restoration 
activities for all potentially impacted species. 

CVP RESTORATION FUND 

Question 54. What activities will account for the increase in funding requested for 
the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund? Are all of these funds offset by collec- 
tions of revenues from other sources? 

Answer. The collections of revenues into the Central Valley Project Restoration 
Fund (CVPRF) are cyclical based on the three-year rolling average requirement es- 
tablished in the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA or Act). The Act 
requires collections based on a three-year rolling average for the collection amounts 
of: 

(1) $50.0 million (October 1992 price levels) from all six revenue sources and 
one contribution source. 

(2) $30.0 million (October 1992 price levels) from mitigation and restoration 
charges (one of the six revenue sources). 

The $50.0 million three-year rolling average requirement has not been met as col- 
lections have not materialized over the years as envisioned from all sources. As a 
consequence, Reclamation has always meiximized the $30.0 million three-year roll- 
ing average requirement. However, the three-year rolling average has resulted in 
peaks and valleys in the CVPRF collections. This has caused the Reclamation budg- 
et to also have peaks and valleys. Under the current CR, the CVPRF is about $15 
million below the President’s Budget request for FY 2011. 

As an example of how the rolling average works, the effect on collections and 
budget for FY 2012 resulted in an increased amount due to the cycle. In order to 
meet the indexed $30.0 million requirement on a three-year rolling average, the FY 
2012 amount had to be $52.8 million because the FY 2011 estimate and FY 2010 
actual amounts were $49.6 million and $36.8 million, respectively. 

The collections into the CVPRF are used for the activities/projects specified in the 
CVPIA. The collections will offset water and power obligations for the activities/ 
projects. The entire amount of the increase in the 2011 Budget request from 2011 
to 2012 is fully supported and offset by an increase in discretionary collections. 
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ESA ACTIVITIES 

Question 55. What significant ESA issues does Reclamation expect to encounter 
in FY 2011 and FY 2012? Are there any situations where contract water deliveries 
are at risk because of restrictions that might be imposed because of the ESA? With 
respect to funding for the San Juan and Upper Colorado River Recovery Programs, 
are Reclamation’s recovery efforts impacted by the lack of authority to utilize basin 
fund revenues for capital projects? 

Answer. The Upper Colorado and San Juan Recovery Programs (Programs) are 
not impacted by lack of authority to use Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) hy- 
dropower revenues for Capital Projects but they will be impacted by lack of author- 
ity to use this funding source to support Base Funding activities after FY 2011. The 
Programs each have two separate and distinct funding authorizations under P.L. 
106-392. One for Capital Projects and one for Base Funding, as follows: 

• Capital Projects consist of facilities and interests in land and water required to 
recover the listed fish species. Examples include fish passages, fish screens, fish 
hatcheries, lands adjacent to rivers considered to important habit requiring pro- 
tection and restoration, reservoir storage space, etc. P.L. 106-392, as amended, 
provided a cost sharing formula for constructing and acquiring Capital Projects. 
These costs were allocated between the States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah 
and Wyoming, CRSP hydropower revenues, and appropriated funds from Rec- 
lamation. The legislative cost sharing requirements assigned to the States and 
CRSP hydropower revenues for Capital Projects have been met, so Capital 
Projects now are entirely funded with appropriated funds from Reclamation. 

• Base funding is used to support Program activities including management, re- 
search, non-native fish control, monitoring, and operations and maintenance 
(O&M) of Capital Projects. CRSP hydropower revenues, as authorized by P.L. 
106-392, provide the majority of the funds to support these activities along with 
contributions from the States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming and 
FWS appropriations. P.L. 106-392 authorized the use of $6 million (indexed) of 
CRSP hydropower revenues through FY 2011. After FY 2011 the use of CRSP 
hydropower revenues is limited to monitoring and O&M of Capital Projects. 
This will result in a reduction in funding of approximately $3 million annually 
after FY 2011 unless additional legislative authority is obtained. Failure to ob- 
tain this authority could result in loss of ESA compliance for 2,162 federal, trib- 
al and non-federal water projects depleting over 3.7 million acre-feet annually. 

COOPERATIVE LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION INITIATIVE 

Question 56. What will Reclamation’s responsibilities include in connection with 
being the lead agency for the Desert and Southern Rockies LCCs? How will Rec- 
lamation’s actions differ for those LCC projects as opposed to the other LCCs? 

Answer. Reclamation is co-leading the establishment of the Desert and Southern 
Rockies Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) with the FWS. As co-leads. 
Reclamation and FWS are leading the effort to form a permanent steering com- 
mittee for each LCC by engaging partners through outreach and scoping activities. 
Reclamation has committed resources to this effort, funding a facilitator to support 
outreach efforts, and reimbursing states and tribes for travel expenses. Reclamation 
is also participating in Department-wide working groups to develop guidance for a 
national network of LCCs. Beginning in 2011, Reclamation will provide funding 
through competitive funding opportunities for research and applied science tools 
within the Desert and Southern Rockies LCCs, contingent on the availability of ap- 
propriations. Reclamation is also hiring a full-time, permanent Science Coordinator 
for the Southern Rockies LCC and an LCC Coordinator for the Desert LCC. Going 
forward. Reclamation will continue to participate in Department workgroup efforts 
related to the LCCs and will help lead the Desert and Southern Rockies LCCs by 
participating on each of the steering committees. As a water management agency. 
Reclamation will bring an emphasis on water resources to the Desert and Southern 
Rockies LCCs, in addition to fish and wildlife resources emphasized in other LCCs. 
Reclamation has actively engaged state and tribal water resources agencies in our 
outreach efforts. Reclamation has initial support, through these outreach efforts, for 
the development of a subcommittee focused on water resources that will include par- 
ticipants in the Desert and Southern Rockies LCCs, focusing on the Colorado and 
Rio Grande River basins. Additionally, Reclamation will share information and work 
products related to water resources with LCC partners. For example. Reclamation 
is conducting water resources vulnerability assessments through our Basin Study 
Program and will share information resulting from these studies with our LCC part- 
ners. 
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Question 57. In connection with the Department’s efforts to engage young people 
in its America’s Great Outdoors initiative, are there any youth initiatives underway 
at Reclamation that are designed to encourage young people to continue agricultural 
traditions for future generations? Are there efforts underway to instruct or educate 
young people regarding conservation techniques or water management best prac- 
tices? Is any additional authority needed for Reclamation to be able to enter into 
cooperative agreements with, or provide grants to, youth programs designed to en- 
courage young people to continue agricultural traditions? What have Reclamation’s 
efforts to engage young people in the American’s Great Outdoors activities included? 

Answer. To support the President’s America’s Great Outdoors initiative’s rec- 
ommendations about engaging youth. Reclamation is participating in the Secretarial 
Youth in the Great Outdoors initiative by enhancing public and private partnerships 
to expand employment opportunities for youth on our public lands. This is a critical 
step toward building the next generation of conservation leaders and environmental 
stewards. In the past year. Reclamation has been engaged with the Corps Network, 
the Student Conservation Association, and other federal partners to develop oppor- 
tunities for expanding youth employment on public lands. 

In support of the Secretary’s Youth in the Great Outdoors Initiative, Reclamation 
competitively selected and awarded two five-year Master Cooperative Agreements 
with The Corps Network and the Student Conservation Association. Task agree- 
ments awarded against these Master Cooperative Agreements fund specific con- 
servation activities and internships in support of the initiative. No additional statu- 
tory authority is needed for these initiatives. In general, activities funded by these 
agreements include on-the-ground conservation projects involving youth in coopera- 
tive efforts in cultural and natural resource conservation and internships with youth 
to promote understanding and appreciation of natural and cultural resources. To 
date, eight task agreements have been issued for a total estimated amount of $1.0 
million. 

Question 58. With respect to Reclamation’s procedures for title transfers, are there 
standard procedures for title transfer that are consistent for all area offices and are 
those procedures available to the public and districts who may be interested in 
going forward with the procedures. Would additional authority regarding title trans- 
fer be helpful in making the title transfer process more efficient? 

Answer. Reclamation has a set of standard procedures and processes for title 
transfers that are consistent for all area offices. That process and the criteria that 
all Reclamation offices follow are articulated in the Framework for the Transfer of 
Title — Bureau of Reclamation Projects that was originally developed in 1995, and 
was updated and revised in 2004. This is available to districts and the public who 
are interested in the process. Since each project is unique — with its own specific leg- 
islative authorities, stakeholders and issues — Reclamation has learned that while 
the steps are all consistent, the structure of the title transfer agreement must be 
tailored to meet the unique circumstances and needs of the Project. 

Question 59. Does Reclamation have an estimate of the number of non-federal jobs 
created or sustained on an annual basis as a result of its various activities? How 
will those jobs be impacted by decreases in Reclamation’s budget? 

Answer. The Department of the Interior Economic Impact Report presents bureau 
impacts on major economic sectors. The most recent report published in December 
2009 indicates Interior supported a total of 78,928 domestic jobs. This number rep- 
resents additional jobs beyond Departmental employees. Of that number. Reclama- 
tion supported 6,189 jobs. Since the FY 2011 and FY 2012 appropriations are not 
final, we do not know how many non-federal jobs will ultimately be impacted by 
those budgets. 

Question 60. How will the Department ensure that its activities at the Climate 
Science Centers, Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and through the Cooperative 
Watershed Management program will complement each other and any other ongoing 
efforts within the department and not be duplicative of each other? 

Answer. Reclamation is coordinating activities including the Climate Science Cen- 
ters, Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and Cooperative Watershed Manage- 
ment Program in many ways to ensure that programs are complementary and not 
duplicative. As identified in Secretarial Order 3297 which established the 
WaterSMART Program, coordination within the Department of the Interior and ex- 
ternally is necessary to promote sustainable water strategies. Reclamation is coordi- 
nating each of these WaterSMART activities through the Department of the Inte- 
rior’s WaterSMART Task Force, the Task Force on Energy and Climate Change, the 
Climate Change Working Group, and the Department’s Climate Change Response 
Council. Reclamation is also working within the framework established by the 
WaterSMART Strategic Implementation Plan, including sharing information 
through the WaterSMART Clearinghouse to bring all stakeholders together to iden- 
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tify best practices in water conservation, incentives, and the most cost-effective tech- 
nologies. Consistent with the Department’s implementation of Secretarial Order 
3289, establishing the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) and Climate 
Science Centers (CSCs), Reclamation is ensuring that one of the primary functions 
of the LCCs is coordination and prevention of duplication. This is being accom- 
plished for the LCCs by creating a forum and structure for federal, state, tribal, and 
local governments as well as non-governmental organizations to collaborate and 
share information on climate change and resource management at landscape scales. 
Reclamation is hiring a coordinator for this purpose and is also working with the 
Department on the sharing of data and information across the national network of 
LCCs and CSCs. 

Question 61. What is the status of the Department’s and/or the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation’s review of the potential impacts of climate change on hydropower genera- 
tion? 

Answer. Reclamation has begun to evaluate the impacts on hydropower from cli- 
mate change. Reclamation is coordinating with the Department of Energy and the 
Federal Power Marketing Administrations with respect to activities authorized in 
the SECURE Water Act within Sections 9503 and 9505. As authorized by Section 
9503 of the SECURE Water Act Reclamation will be evaluating the impacts of cli- 
mate change on water supplies in the west. Under section 9505, DOE is assessing 
the impacts of climate change to federal hydropower generation. 

Reclamation is coordinating with the Department of Energy and the Federal 
Power Marketing Administration with respect to activities authorized in the SE- 
CURE Water Act in Section 9505, authorizing the completion of a hydroelectric 
power assessment. Additionally, as authorized by Section 9503 of the SECURE 
Water Act, Reclamation will be evaluating the impacts of climate change on hydro- 
power generation at Reclamation facilities through the Basin Study Program, to be 
reported in future SECURE Water Act reports to Congress. 

Question 62. With respect to implementation of the SECURE Water Act, author- 
ized in P.L. 111-11, when does the Department anticipate that the requested reports 
will be completed? 

Answer. In accordance with Section 9503(c) of the SECURE Water Act, Reclama- 
tion expects to complete the first report required under this section in the spring 
of 2011. 

Question 63. In connection with the Department’s New Energy Frontier initiative, 
what efforts are being undertaken to evaluate the energy/water nexus? How are the 
effects of energy production on water supplies being evaluated? How are the con- 
straints on energy production associated with insufficient water supplies being ad- 
dressed? 

Answer. As stated in the answer to question 9, Reclamation currently generates 
over 40 million MWh’s per year of clean renewable energy through its existing hy- 
dropower fleet, and Reclamation is consistently evaluating opportunities for increas- 
ing generation at these facilities through generator rewinds, more efficient turbines 
and optimization programs. Reclamation is also exploring ways to encourage non- 
federal development of sustainable hydropower development at existing facilities 
through its “Hydropower Resource Assessment at Existing Reclamation Facilities” 
report and tool. Reclamation is also working with the Department of Energy on 
funding advanced hydropower system testing projects on new low-head hydropower 
technologies that are designed to bring down the costs of development for previously 
marginal hydropower sites. This Funding Opportunity Announcement will be re- 
leased by DOE and designed to be implemented at a Reclamation site. 

In addition. Reclamation prioritizes WaterSMART Grant applications that de- 
scribe the nexus between proposed water conservation projects and any expected re- 
ductions in energy demands. In Fiscal Year 2010, Reclamation awarded 37 
WaterSMART water and energy efficiency grants for amounts as high as $1 million, 
including several proposals that achieved water efficiency improvements and energy 
savings. Applicants are encouraged to describe and quantify expected energy sav- 
ings, such as reduced pumping needs, which are assessed as part of the review and 
ranking of applications. 

Also as stated above, under the SECURE Water Act, Section 9505, Reclamation 
will identify the constraints on hydropower production due to insufficient water sup- 
plies. To begin addressing those constraints. Reclamation, in partnership with the 
PMA’s and our federal power customers, are installing more efficient turbines on 
our hydrogenerating units, working with irrigation customers to install more effi- 
cient pumps and finding other ways to save energy at its facilities. 

Question 64. The Department is a party of the Memorandum of Agreement with 
the Department of Energy and the Corps of Engineers relating to hydropower re- 
sources and seems to be making progress toward evaluation of the potential for de- 
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velopment of additional resources. Why isn’t an increase in developing hydropower 
resources included in the Department’s Renewable Energy Goal? How much addi- 
tional hydropower capability do you anticipate could be developed at BOR facilities? 

Answer. Reclamation is identifying opportunities for non-federal renewable energy 
development at its facilities. While we encourage these entities to pursue projects 
where renewable development makes sense, the completion of these projects is 
largely out of our control. We estimate that approximately 200 MW of hydropower 
capacity could be economically viable to develop on Reclamation’s existing infra- 
structure through the reconnaissance level Resource Assessment mentioned above, 
but site specific feasibility analyses will need to be performed by the potential devel- 
oper of the site to determine if they want to pursue construction of the site. 

Additionally, Reclamation is pursuing opportunities for increasing generation at 
these facilities through generator rewinds, more efficient turbines and optimization 
programs. Most of these improvements will not include capacity gains, but will in- 
stead improve the efficiencies of the plants and result in increased generation. The 
Renewable Energy Goal is a capacity goal. 

Responses of Hon. Ken Salazar to Questions From Senator Wyden 

COUNTY payments 

Question 65. In this budget request, there is no funding for the county payments 
program in the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) budget. Under the existing 
county payments program, the BLM makes payments to Oregon’s O&C counties. 
That obligation arises from the O&C lands that BLM administers and for which a 
timber receipt sharing obligation exists under the law that established these lands. 
My staff has been told that the BLM’s role in providing county payments to the 
O&C counties has been handed over to the Forest Service, who also appears to be 
solely funding the program from its discretionary budget. I still have not received 
details from the Administration on how much funding in the proposed 5 year reau- 
thorization will be used for the BLM payments and how such a determination will 
be made. Can you provide me the amounts, under the Administration’s proposal, of 
the county pa 3 mients program funding will be provided to cover payments to the 
O&C counties for each of the five years of the proposal and explain how the alloca- 
tion of funding for Forest Service and BLM lands will be made? 

Answer. Previously, the program has recently been funded through mandatory ap- 
propriations. The 2012 Budget proposes a five-year reauthorization with funding 
through discretionary appropriations with $328 million in proposed funding for FY 
2012 in the FS portion of the Budget. The Administration is open to working with 
Congress to fund the program through either discretionary or mandatory appropria- 
tions. These funds will be used to pay states and counties on behalf of the U.S. For- 
est Service (USFS) and the BLM. A legislative proposal is being developed and more 
details will be provided at that time. For counties choosing not to receive payments 
under the reauthorization proposal, the payments would revert back to payments 
under the 1937 Oregon and California Lands Act and subsequent legislation, or, in 
the case of Coos and Douglas Counties, to the payments authorized by the 1939 
statute. 

Question 66. Will the Interior Department be providing funding to cover its por- 
tion of the county payments program and, if not, why not given the historic obliga- 
tion that belongs to the BLM for lands that it manages? 

Answer. Section 601 of P.L. 110-343, the Secure Rural Schools and Community 
Self-Determination Program, authorized an extension and ramping down of pay- 
ments to the counties through fiscal year 2011. The final, mandatory payments by 
Sec. 601 were previously authorized. Final Secure Rural Schools program payments 
will be made in October 2011. Upon expiration of PL 110-343, the BLM’s authority 
to make payments for FY 2012 to the O&C grant lands and CBWR counties is lim- 
ited to the Oregon and California Grant Lands Act of 1937 and the Act of May 24, 
1939. As noted in the previous answer, the Budget proposes a five-year reauthoriza- 
tion with funding through discretionary appropriations with $328 million in pro- 
posed funding for FY 2012 in the FS portion of the Budget. 

golden eagles AND WIND TURBINES 

Question 67. The Fish and Wildlife Service has been raising objections to a num- 
ber of wind projects in Oregon because they are concerned about conflicts with Gold- 
en Eagles and other threatened bird populations. Many of requirements that the 
Fish and Wildlife Service have proposed to protect the Eagles are simply not prac- 
tical — like not operating turbines during migration periods. The Department re- 
cently proposed some additional guidance for siting new projects which moves in the 
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right direction, but there some requirements that could block a number of projects, 
like having three years worth of wildlife impacts before a permit could be granted. 
In Oregon, there are projects that are ready for construction. Starting over in order 
to collect years’ worth of data may save the eagles, but it’s going to kill off a lot 
of clean energy projects. Can I have your assurance that you will continue to work 
with the wind industry to try to resolve these issues so that the eagles are pro- 
tected, but that projects in the development pipeline don’t get canceled? 

Answer. Renewable energy is a key part of keeping America competitive, creating 
jobs, and winning the future for our children. At the Department of the Interior, 
we have a responsibility to ensure that solar, wind and geothermal projects are built 
in the right way and in the right places so they protect our natural, cultural and 
wildlife resources. The FWS developed the draft Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance 
to assist wind energy developers to comply with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protec- 
tion Act and the regulations implementing it. The FWS encourages wind developers 
to use the draft ^idance as they prepare eagle conservation plans. The FWS devel- 
oped the draft Wind Energy Guidelines based on recommendations from a federally- 
chartered advisory committee which included representatives of the wind industry, 
states, and environmental organizations. We are currently soliciting public comment 
on both draft documents. As currently drafted, both of these documents are guid- 
ance and neither represent mandatory regulations. We look forward to continue 
working with the renewable energy industry and all stakeholders so that the final 
guidance represents the best path forward. 

BLM WESTERN OREGON PILOT PROJECTS 

Question 68. I appreciate the leadership that you personally have taken in helping 
push forward pilot projects on the BLM forestlands in western Oregon. I also appre- 
ciate the funding provided in the budget to advance these projects and pursue addi- 
tional timber sales in FY 2012. As you know, the pilot projects are critical to finding 
a way to move forward with meaningful, sustainable timber management in Or- 
egon’s BLM forests. I’m anxious that the projects tackle some of the barriers the 
agency faces in implementing a long term sustainable management plan. Can we 
count on your continued support to ensure this process stays on track and that deci- 
sive action will be taken to address the lessons learned so that a long term sustain- 
able timber management strategy can be implemented? 

Answer. I share your interest in finding ways to address the sustainability of for- 
est management and the economic issues facing the region and to help bolster public 
involvement and support of these efforts. To that end. The BLM is committed to fa- 
cilitating the Oregon pilot projects. The Department of the Interior/BLM pilots will 
serve two purposes: 1) demonstrate the principles of ecological restoration and 
evaluate the economic merits of the restoration strategy outlined by Drs. Norm 
Johnson and Jerry Franklin in moist and dry forests; 2) serve as a continuing source 
of information to help the BLM identify challenges and barriers to implementation 
and modify management strategies in the future. The pilots are intended to help 
inform public dialogue on development of future management policy for BLM-man- 
aged forest in western Oregon. The BLM’s intent is to be as transparent as possible 
with the public regarding our selection and evaluation process. The BLM will pro- 
vide the public with opportunities to participate in several meetings, workshops and 
field visits, as well as comment on the environmental analysis for each pilot. In ad- 
dition, while using a collaborative process to achieve public involvement is encour- 
aged, testing a collaborative process is not the purpose of the pilots. While there 
may not be unanimously shared perspectives of the pilots, the BLM is hopeful that 
there will be substantial agreement. 

BLM WESTERN OREGON TIMBER SALES 

Question 69. The agency offered over 230 million board feet of timber in its West- 
ern Oregon program in FYIO. I am hearing that the sales program may be lower 
in FYll — possibly around 186 million board feet. Is this true and what can you do 
to ensure the BLM’s regular program of work, outside of the pilot projects, is deliv- 
ering needed sawlogs to an industry that’s desperate for them this fiscal year? 

Answer. The BLM in western Oregon plans to offer for sale approximately 190 
million board feet of timber in FY2011. We also expect to offer up to 12 million 
board feet of reoffer volume from cancelled timber sale contracts where standing 
timber remains within the original contract area. The volume to be offered from the 
pilot projects is part of the 190 million board foot target. In 2012, BLM expects to 
offer almost 194 million board feet. The FY2012 budget proposes a program increase 
of $3.0 million in the Oregon and California Grant Lands account. Of that amount, 
$1.0 million will be used to increase the volume of timber offered for sale; support 
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key resource management planning objectives; increase surveying for rare, uncom- 
mon, or endangered species; provide for landscape-level timber sale project environ- 
mental analysis; and facilitate joint development and implementation of a revised 
recovery plan for the northern spotted owl. An increase of $2.0 million will be used 
to prepare draft resource management plans in support of the Secretary’s western 
Oregon strategy. 


SODA ASH 

Question 70. As chairman of the Trade Subcommittee on the Finance Committee, 
I am keenly aware of the challenge that American businesses face in competing with 
foreign competitors who try to stack the deck. A few years ago, the soda ash indus- 
try faced intense competition of China which manufactures a synthetic substitute 
and Congress enacted legislation to reduce the royalty rate for soda ash mined on 
Federal lands to help our domestic industry compete. That statutory reduction ends 
in October and your Department is supposed to be preparing a study of the costs 
and benefits of the royalty reduction on preserving American jobs. Assessing trade 
competition is not something your Department normally does, but there are hun- 
dreds of jobs in Oregon and Wyoming and California that depend on this industry. 
Can I have your assurance that the Department will give us a thorough assessment 
of the international competition that this industry faces and work with Committee 
on considering an extension of the current law on royalties? 

Answer. The Soda Ash Royalty Reduction Act of 2006 provided for a reduction in 
the soda ash royalty rate to two percent for a period of five years beginning on the 
date of enactment of the Act, and requires that the Secretary prepare and submit 
a report to Congress by October 11, 2011, on the effects of the rate reduction, includ- 
ing information on several specifically delineated issues. The Department is in the 
process of preparing the report. 

Responses of Hon. Ken Salazar to Questions From Senator Cantwell 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND (LWCF) — MOUNT RAINIER 

Question 71. Mr. Secretary, I’m pleased to see the commitment to full funding of 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund in the Budget Request. It’s been my experi- 
ence that in addition to protecting land for conservation and recreation, LWCF ac- 
quisitions can result in management savings. Mount Rainier National Park is a 
prime example. The Park is in the process of completing acquisitions within an ex- 
pansion area in the northwest corner of the park. These acquisitions will allow the 
Park Service to relocate a road, campground, and other visitor facilities in order to 
avoid frequent excessive management and repair costs due to recurring floods. Such 
a flood in 1996 resulted in a cost of $750,000 just to repair the road. Portions of 
the road were destroyed again in 2006 and 2008. Wouldn’t you agree that land ac- 
quisition can have multiple benefits, including management savings, and do not nec- 
essarily result in increased management costs for the Department’s land manage- 
ment agencies? 

Answer. Yes, acquiring lands for federal protection can have many benefits. In the 
example of the northwest corner of Mount Rainier National Park, the acquisition 
of additional park land has enabled the NPS to stop making costly repairs to a road 
that repeatedly floods yet continue to serve the visiting public by providing camping 
and recreation activities in that portion of the park. Acquiring land does not nec- 
essarily result in increased management costs, particularly in cases where pur- 
chasing inholdings enables land management agencies to consolidate holdings and 
achieve management efficiencies. 

LWCF — OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK. 

Question 72. Full funding would ensure that the full amount available from off- 
shore drilling receipts be used for high-priority land acquisition projects, as Con- 
gress intended when it established the program. I’m particularly pleased to see 
FY12 funding proposed for two National Park Service units including Olympic Na- 
tional Park. In 2009, more than 3.2 million people visited the park, spending more 
than $113 million and creating more than 1,500 private-sector jobs. I appreciate you 
understand the importance of land acquisition for investing these places that don’t 
just protect our national heritage, but drive substantial economic activity. The presi- 
dent’s request for Olympic National Park this year is for a $3.5 million project that 
would protect the water quality of a fish-bearing tributary stream to Lake Quinault. 
Can you tell me what the threat is to this land parcel or others like it in the presi- 
dent’s budget? And why during a time when we are seeking to identify cost savings, 
we should invest in land acquisition? 
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Answer. As with many parcels of land within the boundaries of national parks, 
acquiring the identified property within Olympic National Park is needed to protect 
park resources, in this case water quality, from the impacts of development. We rec- 
ognize that there are many competing priorities for limited budget dollars. However, 
full funding of the LWCF in 2012 will increase the Federal Government’s ability to 
engage in strategic conservation that yields measurable ecological outcomes and 
community benefits. Federal land acquisition of identified lands address the most 
urgent needs for recreation; species and habitat conservation; and, the preservation 
of landscapes, and historic and cultural resources. Such acquisition may also assist 
the government to achieve greater efficiencies that resolve management issues. Ad- 
ditionally, this investment will have a significant economic impact. It is estimated 
that the iDepartment’s $675 million portion of the $900 million LWCF request will 
contribute an estimated $1.0 billion in economic output and support about 7,600 
jobs. 

Response of Hon. Ken Salazar to Question From Senator Mark Udall 

Question 73. President Obama has committed this nation to double the amount 
of clean electricity on the grid over the next 25 years. You highlighted the support 
for renewable energy development on public lands in the FY2012 budget for the In- 
terior Department. Wind energy will undoubtedly be one of these renewable energy 
sources. I am hearing from a broad spectrum of wind farm developers and turbine 
manufacturers that the guidelines released last week by Department of the Interior 
for species protection from wind farms, which the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
played a key role in drafting, could halt the development of tens of thousands of 
megawatts of wind energy development in the U.S. These parties also tell me there 
are more efficient ways to protect the golden eagle and other species without signifi- 
cantly slowing the development of the American wind industry. Please provide me 
with your views on this and how we can promote renewable energy while protecting 
wildlife and our natural resources. 

Answer. Renewable energy is a key part of keeping America competitive, creating 
jobs, and winning the future for our children. At the Department of the Interior, 
we bave a responsibility to ensure that solar, wind and geothermal projects are built 
in the right way and in the right places so they protect our natural, cultural and 
wildlife resources. The FWS developed the draft Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance 
to assist wind energy developers to comply with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protec- 
tion Act and the regulations implementing it. The FWS encourages wind developers 
to use the draft ^idance as they prepare eagle conservation plans. The FWS devel- 
oped the draft Wind Energy Guidelines based on recommendations from a federally- 
chartered advisory committee which included representatives of the wind industry, 
states, and environmental organizations. We are currently soliciting public comment 
on both draft documents. As currently drafted, both of these documents are guid- 
ance and neither represent mandatory regulations. We look forward to continue 
working with the renewable energy industry and all stakeholders so that the final 
guidance represents the best path forward. 

Response of Hon. Ken Salazar to Questions From Senator Shaheen 

Question 74. Mr. Secretary, you have placed a high priority on landscape scale 
conservation projects in your FY 2012 budget, including the focus on the Con- 
necticut River and the North Woods of New Hampshire, Vermont, Maine and New 
York. This is to be commended. You may recall that I encouraged your consideration 
of these very areas during your preparation of the FY 2012 budget. I am pleased 
that your budget places a high priority on the Silvio O. Conte NWR, which includes 
the watershed of the Connecticut River. But I am perplexed as to why you do not 
similarly prioritize and provide adequate funding for an ongoing project within the 
North Woods focal area at Umbagog NWR. I am referring to the Androscoggin 
Headwaters project which, at over 31,000 acres, is the largest unprotected owner- 
ship in the entire state. This 5-phase project will acquire conservation easements 
and fee ownership by both the State of New Hampshire and the US Fish and Wild- 
life Service. It is a collaborative project of local, state, federal and non-governmental 
partners working with a cooperative landowner to protect some of the best wildlife 
habitat and productive timberland in the Northern Forest. This project certainly 
meets your landscape criteria: There is a shared investment in this project among 
multiple stakeholders; the project complements other federal, state, local and pri- 
vately protected land; there is significant local and regional community buy-in and 
economic benefit; and the natural resource, wildlife protection and recreational val- 
ues are outstanding. 
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Question 75. Unfortunately, in your FY 12 budget, the project did not receive the 
funding it needs to complete the project in a timely way. Specifically, the Umbagog 
NWR was allocated only $1.5 million in LWCF funds — much less than the $3.7 mil- 
lion needed this year. You have previously supported this project, as evidenced by 
a $2 million request in your FY 2011 budget and an allocation of $1 million from 
the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund approved in September. The USDA Forest 
Legacy Program has proposed $9.1 million for its share of the project in FY 2011 
and FY 2012, and the State of New Hampshire and private funders are committing 
$4 million to the effort. While I appreciate that you have included a portion of the 
needed FY12 funding in your budget for this critical project, the collaborative effort 
here is truly in jeopardy without $3.7 million from USFWS this year. 

Question 76. Especially in light of the new emphasis state/federal/private partner- 
ships as highlighted in the America’s Great Outdoors Report and the emphasis on 
landscape scale projects, can you explain this shortfall in LWCF funds for Umbagog 
National Wildlife Refuge for the Androscoggin Headwaters project? Can you assure 
me that the US Fish and Wildlife Service will identify additional funds to ensure 
that the Androscoggin Headwaters project will be completed in a timely way, includ- 
ing the allocation of the remaining $2.2 million needed to secure Phase I in FY 11, 
and an additional $3.7 million in FY 2012? 

Answer. For FY 2011, the FWS requested $2 million for the Androscoggin Head- 
waters project. For 2012, the FWS requested $1.5 million for the Androscoggin 
Headwaters project. 

Also, in September 2010, the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission approved 
expenditure of $1 million for the Androscoggin Headwaters project and the Trust 
for Public Land is also contributing funds for this project. 

Protecting the Connecticut River and other Northern Forest resources remains a 
priority for the FWS and the Department. The use of Migratory Bird Conservation 
Commission program remains a possible source of funding, and, as in previous 
years, the Androscoggin Headwaters project will be rated using appropriate criteria. 

Responses of Hon. Ken Salazar to Questions From Senator Franken 

Question 77. I’m glad to see that the administration is taking the oil spill commis- 
sion’s recommendations seriously. One of the most troubling revelations in its report 
was that some oil well operators would — quote — “shop around” — for someone within 
the Interior Department who would eventually approve a permit for the project. In 
light of the risks deepwater drilling can pose to both people’s lives and livelihoods, 
this is something we’ve got to get right. 'V^at can the department do to prevent this 
kind of behavior in the future, and what has the department done since the spill? 

Answer. This permit shopping tactic was included in the report to Secretary Sala- 
zar by the Outer Continental Shelf Safety and Oversight Board in September, 2010. 
Immediately following receipt of that report and the recommendations included in 
it, BOEMRE Director Michael Bromwich issued an implementation plan recom- 
mending that BOEMRE revise permit review protocols to prevent this type of activ- 
ity. 

Question 78. The oil spill commission also recommended that the Interior Depart- 
ment adopt a “safety case” for dealing with offshore drilling. Basically, they mean 
that the burden should be on the oil company to prove that its operations are safe. 
This is how oil companies operate in the UK and in Norway. I’m glad that you’re 
moving the Interior Department in that direction as well. According to the oil spill 
commission report, the department has been considering putting the burden of proof 
on the oil companies for twenty years. Why hasn’t it happened until now? 

Answer. The National Commission’s report provides detail on the history of this 
effort over the 20 or more years that it has been the subject of consideration. In 
the wake of the Deepwater Horizon tragedy, however, the Department has em- 
barked on substantive and systematic reforms that address the failures seen and 
the shortcomings identified in the offshore program. A strong and independent agen- 
cy has been created with the resources, tools and authority it needs to hold offshore 
operators accountable for offshore oil and gas development. 

The Workplace Safety Rule (also known as the Safety and Environmental Man- 
agement Systems, or SEMS, rule), published by BOEMRE in October 2010, requires 
offshore operators to have clear programs in place to identify potential hazards, a 
clear protocol for addressing those hazards, and strong procedures and risk-reduc- 
tion strategies for all phases of activity, from well design and construction to oper- 
ation, maintenance, and decommissioning. Reforms like these have raised the bar 
on industry’s safety practices and equipment. 

Question 79. Ms. Haze, You described a fairly complicated set of criteria that you 
take into account when prioritizing your budget requests for rural water projects. 
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Yet three of your six project requests were all for the same amount of money — 
$493,000 — and another project request was for $496,000. In years past these num- 
bers were far more differentiated, and the Lewis and Clark project historically en- 
joyed higher funding levels than the other projects that will now receive equal fund- 
ing. Are we to conclude from your FY12 request that four of your six projects are 
of the exact same priority level, even after using such a complex set of criteria? 

Answer. The first priority for funding rural water projects is the required oper- 
ations and maintenance component. The remaining funding for rural water projects 
is based on an analysis of the following criteria: 1) percent of project complete and 
2) on-reservation/off-reservation populations. In the case of the requests for the 
Lewis & Clark, Ft. Peck/Dry Prairie and Rocky Boy’s/North Central Montana rural 
water projects, these projects received a combined total of $133.1 million through 
Reclamation pursuant to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) dur- 
ing 2009 and 2010. These ARRA funds are now 99 percent obligated, but still not 
fully expended. The amounts requested in FY 2012 will allow a minimal level of ad- 
ministrative business for the project to continue during this process; no design or 
construction funds are requested in FY 2012. 

Responses of Hon. Ken Salazar to Questions From Senator Murkowski 

OIL AND GAS 


Domestic Production 

Question 80. According to the EIA, domestic offshore oil production will fall 13 
percent in 2011, a loss of about 220,000 barrels a day, mainly due to the fact that 
no new exploration has happened in the Gulf since last April. The interim rule stat- 
ed that there was sufficient spare capacity in OPEC to cover this gap, which gave 
us great comfort, but now Saudi Arabia is already having to increase its production 
to replace the production that’s gone offline in Libya. How do you propose that the 
United States make up this loss in production in 2011 and beyond? What role does 
Alaska play? 

Answer. As discussed at the hearing, the Department’s oil and gas program is 
continuing in a robust way. Even taking into account the Deepwater Horizon explo- 
sion and resulting oil spill, oil production from federal waters in the Gulf of Mexico 
continued steady at around 50 million barrels per month from October 2009 to Octo- 
ber 2010. Onshore, oil production has increased 5 percent over the last year, from 
109 million barrels in 2009 to 114 million barrels in 2010. Total domestic natural 
gas production in 2010 was 26.9 trillion cubic feet, a 5 percent increase from 2008 
and the highest level in more than 30 years. The Administration has offered, and 
will continue to offer, millions of acres of public land and federal waters for oil and 
gas exploration and production. 

Onshore, approximately 41 million acres of public lands are now under lease for 
oil and gas development, of which 12 million acres are producing. The BLM held 
29 oil and gas lease sales for public lands in the West last year, offering 1,643 par- 
cels covering 3.2 million acres, and is scheduled to hold 36 sales this year. The BLM 
issued approximately 5,200 Applications for Permits to Drill last year, and expects 
to issue about 7,000 permits this year. In Alaska, land use planning efforts are un- 
derway for the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A) and the Eastern Inte- 
rior planning area. According to the USGS’s updated assessment, the 23 million- 
acre NPR-A contains 896 million barrels of technically-recoverable oil and 52.8 tril- 
lion cubic feet of natural gas. BLM held a lease sale in Northeast NPR-A and se- 
lected portions of Northwest NPR-A in August 2010. The total acreage currently 
leased in the NPR-A is 2.16 million acres. 

Offshore, BOEMRE offered 40 million acres in the Central Gulf of Mexico for oil 
and gas leasing last year, receiving $950 million in high bids for 2.4 million acres. 
A total of 38 million acres of the CCS are under active lease, of which 6.5 million 
acres are producing. Since the Deepwater Horizon spill and the implementation of 
stronger safety standards, BOEMRE has approved 39 shallow water permits in the 
Gulf of Mexico. BOEMRE also recently issued its sixth deepwater permit since the 
new standards, including the new requirement that operators demonstrate the abil- 
ity to contain a deepwater blowout, and approved the first new deepwater explo- 
ration plan since the Deepwater Horizon explosion and resulting oil spill. BOEMRE 
has also issued 22 permits for deepwater wells that were allowed under the tem- 
porary moratorium. An updated list of well types, pending and approved permits, 
and information on new safety regulations, is available online at: http:// 
www.gomr.boemre.gov/homepg/offshore/safety/well permits.html. 

Last March the Department issued its strategy for offshore development for 2012- 
2017, and offshore drilling in Alaska is under careful review. OCS lease sales in the 
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Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, as well as the Cook Inlet planning area, will be scoped 
for the EIS for the proposed 2012-2017 OCS Program. The Department’s efforts re- 
lating to offshore development in the Arctic include scientific and environmental 
studies, public meetings, government-to-government meetings, and expanded anal- 
ysis of oil spill response capabilities in the Arctic. Decisions about the proposed 
2012-2017 program will be informed by an ongoing USGS assessment of resources, 
risks, and environmental sensitivities in Arctic areas, and input from other federal 
agencies, including NOAA. 

The Department’s proposed budget will allow for improved enforcement of safety 
standards, improvements in critical functions such as permitting and research, as 
well as inspections and oversight. We have undertaken needed reforms to make oil 
and gas development safer and are working to ensure the public receives a fair re- 
turn from the development of their resources. 

Non-Producing Leases 

Question 81. Let’s clarify some points on fees on “non-producing leases.” This 
issue relates to both onshore and offshore development. Does the Department favor 
penalizing leaseholders for non-producing on leases where they are waiting for the 
federal government to permit their proposed development? Does the Department 
favor assessing penalties for any of the non-producing leases in the National 
Peteoleum Reserve, even though the EPA continues to block even the first ever pro- 
duction in those oilfields? 

Answer. The final details of the legislative proposal have not yet been finalized, 
and these and other issues are being considered during this review. However, as dis- 
cussed at the hearing, the intention of the proposal is to provide a financial incen- 
tive to diligently develop oil and gas leases, not to punish lessees. 

Pace of Permitting 

Question 82. The budget calls for raising inspection fees for offshore oil and gas 
exploration and raising fees on any “non-producing” leases, this is of course in addi- 
tion to the hike in royalty percentages which you levied last Congress. At the same 
time, Mr. Bromwich has stated publicly that the pace of permitting in the Gulf of 
Mexico will “probably never” return to its pre-Macondo speed. In other words, the 
budget asks consumers to deal with higher costs being passed along to them while 
expecting a lower level of service in return, a bit like raising metro fares and reduc- 
ing the number of trains. 

a. Does Interior not have confidence that the new inspection regime — which 
is supposed to be much greater in both number and abilities — cannot get our 
offshore program back on track? 

b. Can Interior at least state as a *goal* that we should be trying to restore 
and even improve the speed of the regulatory process? If there are enough per- 
mit writers and inspectors to do their jobs and ensure safety, what is the prob- 
lem with resuming speed? 

Answer. The budget changes will increase the return to the public on their re- 
sources; have industry — rather than taxpayers — pay for more stringent inspection 
costs, because it’s appropriate, and create incentives for lessees to develop oil and 
gas resources or turn their leases over to someone who will develop them in a timely 
way. The public will benefit from all of these activities. As noted in response to 
question 80 above, the Administration has not only made historic strides in improv- 
ing the regulatory process but is continuing to process permits and offer lands for 
development. BOEMRE continues to review and approve applications that dem- 
onstrate the ability to operate safely in deep water. The rate of deepwater permit 
applications is increasing, which reflects industry’s growing confidence that it un- 
derstands and can comply with the applicable requirements, including the contain- 
ment requirement. BOEMRE expects additional permit approvals in the near fu- 
ture. However, the need for additional resources to support this function is widely 
recognized and supported by industry. With the resources requested in the FY 2012 
budget, BOEMRE will be able to hire additional personnel to provide for a thorough 
and timely review of permitting requests. 

Question 83. Let’s clarify some points on fees on “non-producing leases.” This 
issue relates to both onshore and offshore development: Let’s say company A owns 
two leases right next to one another, over the same reservoir of hydrocarbons. It’s 
drilling on one lease and doing nothing with the other. Company A obviously doesn’t 
need two rigs right next to each other because it will eventually produce the entire 
reservoir from one. But the budget states that the non-production penalty on the 
adjacent lease is to either make Company A drill that acreage as well, or to force 



112 


Company A to surrender its lease so Company B can come in and produce the same 
reservoir — which then will be developed twice as quickly. 

a. Is this a plausible scenario? 

b. How does this scenario result in or incentivize new exploration or discov- 
eries that would not have otherwise taken place? 

c. What function do fees on non-producing leases serve which annual rentals 
do not serve? 

Answer. While the final details of the legislative proposal have not yet been final- 
ized, it is contemplated that the proposal will take into account all relevant Depart- 
mental policies, including unitization and communitization of leases. In this hypo- 
thetical scenario, it would be in the interest of Company A to propose unitizing the 
area to both solve this problem and promote the efficient development of the res- 
ervoir. The ultimate intention of the proposal is to ensure that the public interest 
is served by timely development of the public’s oil and gas resources. Regarding 
rental fees, a producer is obligated to pay rent up until the lease produces pa3dng 
quantities of oil or gas. 

Question 84. What rights attach when a company pays for a lease to explore for 
oil or gas on federal property? 

Answer. A federal onshore oil and gas lease grants the exclusive right to drill for, 
mine, extract, remove and dispose of all the oil and gas (except helium) on the lands 
described in the lease together with the right to build and maintain necessary im- 
provements on the leasehold for the term of the lease, subject to obtaining required 
permits and approvals. Rights granted are subject to applicable laws, including, but 
not necessarily limited to: (1) the terms, conditions, and stipulations of the lease, 
(2) the Secretary of the Interior’s regulations and formal orders in effect as of lease 
issuance, and (3) regulations and formal orders later promulgated when not incon- 
sistent with lease rights granted or specific provisions of the lease. However no un- 
fettered right to produce oil and gas attaches upon issuance of the lease. Instead, 
a lessee obtains the exclusive right to explore for and develop oil and gas from the 
leased area, subject to obtaining required permits and approvals, and subject to ap- 
plicable statutes, regulations, and orders. 

Question 85. The budget contemplates an OCS lease sale in 2011 but many people 
close to this issue think that litigation from environmental groups over NEPA ade- 
quacy will force more delay, and this would be the first year since 1964 where we 
don’t have an offshore lease sale in this country. Are you prepared for this eventu- 
ality? 

Answer. BOEMRE is conducting environmental analysis with the intent of hold- 
ing a lease sale this year, and a total of 3 Gulf sales before the current program 
expires in June 2012. The final Western GOM Sale 218 remains on schedule to be 
held by the end of 2011 or early 2012. Central GOM Sale 216, which had been 
scheduled for March 2011, will be consolidated with Central GOM Sale 222; this 
consolidated sale is currently scheduled for 2012. 

Question 86. Interior ended the royalty-in-kind program. Has this resulted in a 
more efficient revenue collection system? 

Answer. The termination of the Royalty in Kind program is a part of our commit- 
ment to ensuring that royalty collection on behalf of the American people is con- 
ducted transparently, accurately, and efficiently. The Department of the Interior 
should be regulating industry, not participating in their market activities, and the 
work we have done to successfully end the RIK program only enhances our contin- 
ued efforts to eliminate the real and perceived conflicts of interest as we fulfill our 
regulatory oversight and revenue collection responsibilities. 

Question 86a. Yet Interior’s budget demands, as nearly as I can tell, 50 to 100 
new employees for the independent revenue management office. And these are pre- 
sumably skilled auditors so they will come at substantial expense. Why do you need 
more people when the office is doing only one job now (revenue collections) instead 
of two (revenue collection plus processing royalty oil)? 

Answer. The ONRR’s FY 2012 request includes an increase of $13.5 million in dis- 
cretionary appropriations from the 2010 Enacted level to transition royalty-in-kind 
(RIK) activities to royalty-in- value. There is not an increase in employees associated 
with this funding. The requested increase in discretionary funding will be used to 
replace the loss of mandatory funding from receipts that were previously available 
from the RIK program. These funds are no longer available since we have termi- 
nated the RIK program. 

Separately, the 2012 budget also includes increased funding and staffing to en- 
hance audit, oversight and enforcement activities and ensure the teixpayers receive 
a fair return for the use of the Nation’s resources. ONNR is responsible for the col- 
lection of disbursement of revenues from the OCS program and the onshore oil and 
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gas programs managed by the BLM and the BIA as well as other mineral leasing 
activities. 

Question 86b. In any case, revenues will be down due to lost production in the 
Gulf. Why are more employees necessary to process less revenue? 

Answer. The Department has not seen a decline in revenues in the Gulf. Revenue 
estimates resulting from federal oil and gas activities in the Gulf of Mexico are ex- 
pected to generate $5.2 billion in 2012 as compared to collections of $4.6 billion in 
2010. The FY 2012 Budget request for ONRR is $147.9 million, a $38.7 million in- 
crease over the 2010 enacted level and $25.8 million over the 2011 CR level. The 
Administration is requesting funding increases for this program in order to imple- 
ment long-needed enhancements to audit, oversight and enforcement activities for 
mineral revenue collection activities, as highlighted by recent reports from the Gov- 
ernment Accountability Office (GAO) and DOTs Inspector General (IG). 

Question 87. Experts are projecting that Gulf of Mexico deepwater oil production 
will account for 30 percent of total US production and nearly 95 percent of offshore 
production by 2020. Do you consider that a reasonable target? 

Answer. Although the future of deepwater GOM exploration and production re- 
mains very promising, BOEMRE does not set targets for production nor make pro- 
jections of the Gulfs share of total domestic production. 

Question 88. According to the EIA, domestic offshore oil production will fall 13 
percent in 2011, a loss of about 220,000 barrels a day, mainly due to the fact that 
no new exploration has happened in the Gulf since last April. The interim rule stat- 
ed that there was sufficient spare capacity in OPEC to cover this gap, which gave 
us great comfort, but now Saudi Arabia is already having to increase its production 
to replace the production that’s gone offline in Libya. How do you propose that the 
United States make up this loss in production in 2011 and beyond? What role does 
Alaska play? 

Answer. See the response to Question 80. 

Question 89. Between 1944 and 1981 the federal government in federally funded 
oil exploration programs in northern Alaska drilled 137 exploratory wells. So far 
only 10 of the wells have been properly plugged and abandoned. This is a record 
that would not be permitted by any private oil and gas firm. While BLM two years 
ago did mobilize to prevent environmental damage from a failing cap of a well near 
Teshekpuk Lake, funding for remediation of the remaining 127 “legacy” wells is 
grossly insufficient. Will the Department commit to an orderly, sufficiently funded 
program to attempt to complete the proper plugging and abandonment of federal 
wells inside the National Petroleum Reserve Alaska over a given number of years? 

Answer. The Department is committed to an orderly, sufficiently funded program 
to complete the proper plugging and abandonment of federal wells inside the NPR- 
A. There are 136 legacy wells within the 23-million-acre NPR-A. In 2004, the BLM 
completed a three-year inventory and assessment of these 136 legacy wells. The 
BLM evaluated the wells for threats to human health, safety, and the environment 
in their existing condition. 

Following is a summary of the status of the 136 legacy wells: 

• 23 wells (with associated rights and responsibilities) were conveyed to the North 
Slope Borough through the Barrow Gas Field Act of 1984 or to the Arctic Slope 
Regional Corporation; 

• 39 wells are shallow uncased test holes which pose no threat to human health, 
safety or the environment; 

• 11 wells have been plugged and fully remediated; 

• 17 wells are currently in use by USGS in climate change/permafrost studies (all 
of these wells are properly plugged above the hydrocarbon bearing zones up to 
the surface casing shoe and pose no risks under current management); and 

• 46 wells remain to be remediated 

During the last nine years, the Department and the BLM have committed to an 
orderly and sufficiently funded program. Since 2002, the BLM has plugged and re- 
mediated 11 wells in the NPR-A (J.W. Dalton, East Teshekpuk, Atigaru, Drew 
Point, Simpson Core-26, 27, 30, 30A and 31, and Umiat 2 and 5). In 2005, plugging 
and pit remediation of the J.W. Dalton well cost $8.9 million. In 2006, plugging five 
wells on the Simpson Peninsula cost $1.8 million. In 2008, plugging and pit remedi- 
ation of the East Teshekpuk well cost $12 million. In 2009, plugging and pit remedi- 
ation of the Atigaru well cost $14 million. In 2010, plugging and remediating Drew 
Point, the last remaining coastal erosion high-priority well, cost $16.8 million. 

Question 90. If the government does not seriously begin to properly plug these 
wells — a process that requires adding sufficient downhole cement and plugs to pre- 
vent leakage — the casing of these wells likely will deteriorate further making plug- 
ging and abandonment far more costly and threatening oil seepage that could affect 
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water quality in the fragile Arctic environment. Delajdng of plugging has already 
caused several of the wells to be “lost” below the surface due to subsidence and two 
wells are at the bottom of what have turned into lakes because of snowmelt. Will 
the Department this year commit to meeting State of Alaska environmental require- 
ments to prevent serious downhole mechanical integrity issues that will increase the 
longer it takes to properly abandon these federal exploration sites? 

Answer. The Department will continue to work with the State of Alaska in devel- 
oping a strategic approach to systematically plug the 46 legacy wells that remain 
to be remediated. The 17 USGS climate change/permafrost monitoring wells will be 
plugged if they are found to pose an environmental risk. 

AMERICA’S GREAT OUTDOORS AND LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

Question 91. The Land and Water Conservation Fund budget request is for the 
full funding level of $900 million, a 100% increase over last year, for land acquisi- 
tion for each land management agency in DOT Can you please explain to me why, 
with such an enormous maintenance backlog, DOI is focusing such a large amount 
of money on acquiring more federal land? 

Answer. We recognize that there are many competing priorities for limited budget 
dollars. However, the funding proposed for federal land acquisition is part of a strat- 
egy that reflects the President’s agenda to protect America’s great outdoors and 
demonstrates a sustained commitment to a 21st Century conservation agenda. It re- 
flects the strong support for land conservation and additional outdoor recreational 
opportunities that was voiced at the 51 America’s Great Outdoors listening sessions 
held last summer. The lands identified for acquisition in the FY 2012 budget re- 
quest address the most urgent needs for recreation; species and habitat conserva- 
tion; and the preservation of landscapes, and historic and cultural resources. Such 
acquisition may also assist the government to achieve greater efficiencies that re- 
solve management issues. In addition, increased federal land acquisition funding 
would provide more opportunities for landowners, if they wish, to sell their property 
yet ensure that it will be protected in perpetuity rather than developed in a way 
that threatens resources in national parks, wildlife refuges, forests, and other public 
lands. While seeking full funding for the LWCF, the Administration will continue 
to address the deferred maintenance backlog. 

Question 92. Can’t DOI use land exchanges to acquire the in holdings of sensitive 
lands rather than paying to acquire these additional lands? 

Answer. The Department considers all possible avenues to address the most ur- 
gent needs for recreation; species and habitat conservation; and the preservation of 
landscapes, and historic and cultural resources. The Department has used land ex- 
changes to acquire needed land in certain situations. However, in many situations, 
land exchanges are not a viable option, and therefore the Department uses other 
means to acquire lands from willing sellers. 

Question 93. Given the budget stresses on the DOI agencies how can you rec- 
ommend such large increases in land acquisition when your budget proposal makes 
it clear you are not able to fund the programs you’re currently being asked to de- 
liver to the American Public? 

Answer. The FY 2012 budget request ensures that Departmental agencies will be 
able to maintain their core responsibilities on federal lands while providing for stra- 
tegic increases to conserve land for current and future generations. The lands iden- 
tified for acquisition in the FY 2012 budget request address the most urgent needs 
for recreation; species and habitat conservation; and the preservation of landscapes, 
and historic and cultural resources. Such acquisition may also assist the govern- 
ment to achieve greater efficiencies that resolve management issues. In addition, in- 
creased federal land acquisition funding would provide more opportunities for land- 
owners, if they wish, to sell their property yet ensure that it will be protected in 
perpetuity rather than developed in a way that threatens resources in national 
parks, wildlife refuges, forests, and other public lands. 

WILDERNESS AND INTERNATIONAL BORDER ISSUES 

Question 94. Given the definition of Wilderness in the Wilderness Act of 1974 that 
says: “A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works 
dominate the landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its 
community of life are untrammeled by man, ...” and the impacts being made 
on border Wilderness Areas, shouldn’t we consider pulling all Wilderness Area 
boundaries back from the international border to reduce the cost of border patrols 
as well as the cost of cleaning up the waste that is left by those crossing these 
areas? 
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Answer. The Department is committed to the protection of wilderness as provided 
in the Wilderness Act of 1964. We are also committed to working cooperatively with 
the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), including the U.S. Customs and Bor- 
der Protection, to accomplish our respective missions on federal lands near the bor- 
der. We believe that the Memorandum of Understanding entered into by the De- 
partment, DHS, and the Department of Agriculture in 1996 titled “Cooperative Na- 
tional Security and Counterterrorism Efforts on Federal Lands along the United 
States’ Borders” has provided an appropriate framework to address the issues you 
have raised. 


ALASKA SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

Question 95. One of the budget emphasis areas within you Budget in Brief book 
for FY 2012 is “Strengthening Tribal Nations,” which said: “The Strengthening Trib- 
al Nations initiative is a multi-year comprehensive effort to advance the President’s 
commitment to American Indians and Alaska Natives.” 

As I discussed in my opening statement, you are proposing to cut funding for the 
Alaska Conveyance Program by 54% and may even undertake a Reduction in Force 
(RIF) to reduce the number employees by more than half. Secretary Salazar, with 
all due respect, the Conveyance program has now taken 40 years since the law was 
signed. With the funding that was provided to the BLM last year you suggested it 
would take another 20 years to complete the conveyance program. Given that most 
of those people waiting for their conveyances will now have to wait 40 to fifty more 
years at this proposed funding level, can you help me better understand your com- 
mitment to Alaska Natives and just what signal this sends to those people? 

Answer. The Department is committed to the conveyance of lands, not only to in- 
dividual Natives and to corporations formed under the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act, but also to the State of Alaska under the Alaska Statehood Act. We are 
working closely at the local level to determine priorities so that either we can con- 
vey by patent (if surveyed) or by interim basis (if unsurveyed) working title to the 
lands the clients really need now. The BLM has already issued final or interim con- 
veyance on most of the acres. Surveying millions of acres of entitlements now con- 
stitutes the bulk of the remaining program work. The BLM will prioritize survey 
work on a geographic basis, maximize the use of contract surveyors, and use avail- 
able technology to ensure this work is done in the most cost efficient manner. The 
Administration will evaluate options for additional program reforms and efficiencies 
to complete final transfers in a timely manner. 

Question 96. OCS North Aleutian Basin: The Department has removed potential 
oil and gas lease sales in the North Aleutian Basin near Bristol Bay from the cur- 
rent and the proposed five-year OCS sale schedule to 2017 because of concerns 
about the level of baseline scientific study that had been conducted in the area. I 
can accept that, but I am concerned that the Department will now shift all BOEM 
funding for baseline scientific studies away from the area because no sales are 
scheduled, creating a self-fulfilling prophesy that the area can’t be considered for 
leasing after 2017 because there will still not be sufficient environmental data to 
make an informed decision. Will the Department commit to better funding environ- 
mental studies in the area now, so that an informed decision on leasing can be made 
in the future? 

Answer. In March 2010 Secretary Salazar and President Obama announced the 
OCS oil and gas strategy emphasizing both science-based decision-making and pub- 
lic outreach. The scheduled Beaufort and Chukchi lease sales in the Arctic were can- 
celed in the current 5-Year -plan. However, those planning areas, along with the 
Cook Inlet planning area, are being scoped for the EIS for the 2012-2017 program. 

As noted in the question, Bristol Bay was removed from leasing in both the cur- 
rent plan and the next 5-Year plan. President Obama withdrew the Bristol Bay area 
of the North Aleutian Basin from consideration until June 2017. However, 
BOEMRE’s Environmental Studies Program is working to complete research that is 
well underway in the North Aleutian Basin, and will have some new baseline infor- 
mation if leasing resumes after June 2017. This includes reports on oceanographic 
circulation modeling, ocean acidification, habitat use of North Pacific Right Whales, 
and community subsistence harvest and sharing networks. 

Question 97. Izembek Wildlife Refuge EIS: I am very pleased that the Department 
has moved forward to complete the Environmental Impact Statement required be- 
fore a land swap approved in 2009 involving land in the Izembek National Wildllife 
Refuge can go forward. Does the Department now have all the funding needed to 
bring the EIS to completion by early next year, so that the Secretary can make a 
final decision on the 61,000-acre land swap by spring 2012? 
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Answer. The FWS is currently working on the EIS associated with the proposed 
land exchange at Izemhek NWR in Alaska. Although there is no request for funding 
in the President’s FY 2012 Budget Request to complete the EIS, it remains a pri- 
ority and we are confident that the EIS will be completed by the Spring of 2012 
in accordance with Public Law 111-11. 


NSSI 

Question 98. Most of the federal agencies in your Department helped form an ini- 
tiative called the North Slope Science Initiative several years ago to better coordi- 
nate and fund wildlife and geophysical science reviews that play a role in Arctic de- 
velopment. Will the Department actually provide sufficient federal funding in FY 12 
to allow the NSSI process to be successfully implemented? 

Answer. The President’s FY 2012 Budget proposes $1.0 million for the North 
Slope Science Initiative. The proposed amount in the President’s budget for the Ini- 
tiative is at the same allocation level as FYs 2009, 2010, and 2011. 

PETROLEUM WELL CLEANUP 

Question 99. During this past year the Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commis- 
sion has repeatedly urged the BLM to put more money into the cleanup and reha- 
bilitation of abandoned federal oil wells on Alaska’s North Slope, most the result 
of the NPRA federal exploration program in the early 1980’s. How much money does 
your Department intend to commit to clean up of abandoned wells in FY 12 in Alas- 
ka? 

Answer. In FY 2011, the BLM obligated $3.1 million for the Umiat well plugging 
in the NPR-A. The FY 2012 budget includes $1.0 million for the BLM to use for 
plugging legacy wells. 

YUKON-CHARLEY NATIONAL PARK INCIDENT 

Question 100. There have been a number of recent incidents at Yukon-Charley 
National Preserve involving National Park Service Rangers and local residents in 
and around the Park Unit. I have a great deal of concern about how the NPS Rang- 
ers have behaved in these incidents and previously requested a full review of the 
incident. What is your assessment of how the Park Rangers engaged with citizens 
in the Jim Wilde case? Do you believe that NPS employees should be required to 
take a sensitivity class before working in rural Alaska? 

Answer. Public employees should treat the public in a courteous and professional 
manner. In Yukon-Charley and other Alaska units, the NPS incorporates discus- 
sions of Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act and aspects of rural life 
in Alaska NPS employee training and that NPS is helped in this effort by more than 
125 rural Alaska residents who come to work for NPS each year. The NPS is con- 
fident that NPS rangers involved in this incident treated Mr. Wilde appropriately, 
in accordance with policy and their training. 

ACCESS TO ALASKA LANDS 

Question 101. Just recently, small placer miners in Alaska have been informed 
that the Bureau of Land Management is planning to restrict motorized access to a 
host of mining claims in Alaska. While access across lands created by the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act to inholdings clearly is protected by the 
1980 act, these complaints are arising because of new efforts to restrict motorized 
access to claims on general BLM lands in Alaska. While I know the Department has 
a very different interpretation about the residual impact for motorized access on 
rights of way across lands that the State of Alaska has claimed under Revised Pub- 
lic Law 2477, this closure of access appears to be precedent setting. What exactly 
is the reason for the closure to access, under exactly what scope of authority is the 
Department moving to deny access, and exactly how can small miners access their 
valid claims to minerals under national mining law without having the right to mo- 
torized access on routes they have used for many decades? I am seeking a complete 
understanding of the Department’s proposed policy on access to mineral deposits in 
my state. 

Answer. The Department is committed to the attentive protection and support of 
the access provisions of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. The 
BLM has not taken any action, nor does it plan to take actions, to restrict motorized 
access to a host of mining claims in Alaska. In individual cases that may involve 
access across BLM-managed public lands to reach inholdings, including state and 
federal mining claims, the BLM works with the individuals and corporations in- 



117 


volved on a case-by-case basis, and is committed to the timely resolution of these 
issues. 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Question 102. Can you please explain why the National Park Service is updating 
their Oil and Gas regulations at this time? Is this a necessary expenditure of time 
and resources? Do you foresee this hindering any oil and gas production on private 
lands within National Park Units in the future? 

Answer. The NPS is considering revising its oil and gas regulations, which have 
been in effect for over 30 years without substantive change, to update them to re- 
flect current policies, practices and advances in technology to improve the ease of 
applying the regulations for the NPS and industry; and to increase the effectiveness 
of the regulations in protecting park resources and values. The NPS does not foresee 
the regulations hindering oil and gas production in parks. 

Question 102a. Is it possible for Alaska’s National Parks to be exempted from this 
review since many of the National Park Units in Alaska operate under unique laws 
and regulations? 

Answer. Although Alaska’s national parks are not exempted from this review, in 
considering revision to its oil and gas regulations, the NPS will take into account 
the terms of all laws applicable to national park units in Alaska, including the Alas- 
ka National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980. 

Question 103. The National Park Service construction program is $80.8 million 
below the 2010 Enacted/2011 CR level, primarily due to reductions in line-item con- 
struction projects. Will this reduction only impact new construction, or will mainte- 
nance backlog projects be affected as well? 

Answer. The majority of the $80.8 million construction program reduction falls on 
the line-item construction program, which would be $76.6 million lower than in FY 
2010 under the proposed budget. The NPS’s five-year line-item construction pro- 
gram — the major projects that have been prioritized for proposed 2012 funding — 
consists almost entirely of projects that would help reduce the maintenance backlog. 

Question 104. Does the National Park Service have any plans to reimplement the 
hunting closures within Yukon-Charley National Preserve or Denali National Pre- 
serve? If so, on what grounds does the National Park Service feel that it is nec- 
essary to reimplement these hunting closures? 

Answer. The NPS has prohibited the taking of black bear sows and cubs within 
Denali and Gates of the Arctic National Preserves since 2010. The practice of killing 
bear cubs, and sows with cubs, at den sites has been generally prohibited in Alaska. 
However, in 2009, the State of Alaska allowed resident hunters to use artificial light 
to take black bear sows and cubs in certain areas, including Denali and Gates of 
the Arctic National Preserves. The NPS considers State laws which seek to manipu- 
late wildlife populations in favor of prey species, or which have that practical effect, 
to be inconsistent with NPS statutes, regulations, and policies requiring natural 
abundance, distribution, and behavior of wildlife and exceed the authorization for 
sport hunting contained in Alaska National Interests Land Conservation Act 
(ANILCA). Because the state authorizations remain in effect, the NPS has deter- 
mined the closure is still warranted at these two units. 

In the case of Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve, the purpose of the 2010 
closure to sport take of wolves was in part to ensure the protection of wolves and 
preserve hunting and trapping opportunities for local rural residents under Title 
VIII of ANILCA. This was prompted by a 43 percent decline in wolf numbers and 
the loss of one complete pack in months preceding the closure. The 2010 closure ex- 
pired on May 31, 2010. Future decisions on closure will be based on resource data 
available at the time. 

Question 105. When does the National Park Service plan to revaluate the author- 
izations for air transport companies to provide transport services in Noatak Na- 
tional Preserve? How was the original number of allocations determined? 

Answer. The NPS will reevaluate the terms for commercial use authorizations for 
transporters during this fiscal year, as those authorizations expire on December 31, 
2011. The original allocations were determined by a mix of historical use numbers 
and requests by operators. In response to dissatisfaction with that process, alloca- 
tions for 2011 were recently modified to better match the needs of the transporter 
companies. This modification has been seen as a satisfactory remedy for this year. 

Question 106. When will the Administration submit a legislative proposal with the 
criteria needed to evaluate potentially qualified national heritage areas and the 
process for designation and administration of those areas? 

Answer. The Administration is very interested in establishing in law the criteria 
for evaluating areas for their potential as national heritage areas and the process 
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for designating and administering national heritage areas. However, at this time, 
no timeline has been determined for submitting a legislative proposal to Congress. 

MINING 

Jobs Impact of Rulemaking on Coal Mines 

Question 107. The Interior Department recently distributed a draft EIS for its 
rulemaking on stream protections and coal mining. The EIS projects massive job de- 
struction as a result of your agency’s ‘preferred alternative’. The Department has 
tried to distance itself from the EIS, but that does not reverse the fact that it was 
officially transmitted to states for comment — a process that consumes time, money, 
and other resources. Will you consider withdrawing the ‘preferred alternative’ in the 
draft EIS; developing a new one; and re-issuing an impact analysis that identifies 
the actual changes made to the rule and explains how they correspond to any reduc- 
tions in economic damage from what was projected in the draft EIS? 

Answer. It is important to note that the Department has not published a draft 
environmental impact statement with a preferred alternative. The proposed rule 
and draft EIS are still under development. Preliminary working drafts of portions 
of the draft EIS were leaked to the media, and they contained unverified data and 
figures. OSM will develop the draft EIS and rule thoughtfully and deliberately. The 
draft EIS and proposed rule will be made available for public comment, and both 
documents will be based on sound information. 

Critical Minerals and Permitting Delays 

Question 108. Last year, the Energy Department issued a report on critical min- 
erals. It discussed the time it takes to permit domestic mines and noted that the 
U.S. ranks dead last in this category worldwide. It can take a decade to obtain ap- 
proval in the U.S. but just 1-2 years in Australia, for example. 

Question 109. We must protect the environment, but that goal should be met 
through competent implementation of the laws we have — not by using them to delay 
projects and strand private capital. Such tactics are short-sighted and result in 
mines operating in areas of the world with far less stringent protections than we 
have here in the U.S. The DOE is scheduled to release an update of this report by 
the end of 2011. Will you commit to working with Secretary Chu to propose actual 
solutions to these permitting delay problems, in that updated report? 

Answer. The Department’s approach to mineral development on public lands has 
been one of balance and coordination. We have to ensure that development occurs 
in a manner consistent with the need for mineral resources and the protection of 
the public, public lands, and water resources. We agree with the statement in the 
report that coordination among relevant government agencies, federal, state, and 
local, is a key factor. 

Competitiveness Impact ofHardrock Royalty Proposal 

Question 110. The Interior Department’s budget contains a proposal to impose a 
5% gross royalty, increase existing fees, create new fees, and convert to an entirely 
different system of providing land tenure for domestic, hardrock mineral operations. 
Hardrock minerals trade in global markets and decisions about where to invest in 
their production are made in a highly competitive environment. We talk a lot about 
our reliance on foreign oil, but other minerals are equally problematic. The U.S. im- 
ports 100% of the quartz crystal for solar panels, 100% of the indium for LED light- 
ing, and 100% percent of the rare earth elements for batteries and magnets. 

a. We know that the Administration believes these fees and royalties would 
raise $2.3 billion over 10 years — which is useful, in terms of paying for other 
programs — but I want to know: did the Department conduct any kind of anal- 
ysis of the impact this proposal would have on the domestic production of min- 
erals critical to national security and clean energy technologies? 

Answer. The legislative proposal, would implement a leasing and royalty system 
on a discrete number of specifically identified minerals, including gold, silver, lead, 
zinc, copper, uranium, and molybdenum that are currently covered by the General 
Mining Law of 1872. This would ensure a fair return to the public on the develop- 
ment of their resources, with half of the receipts distributed to the states in which 
the leases are located and the remaining half deposited in the Treasury. Moreover, 
pre-existing valid claims could continue to exist and operate consistent with current 
regulations. 
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Wildlands policy 

Question 111. Much of the material the Department of the Interior has published 
and much of the information provided describes the new “wild lands” policy in very 
similar terms to “Wilderness” and often it appears that the terms “wilderness” and 
“wild lands” are used interchangeably. 

Answer. Wilderness areas and Wild Lands both have wilderness characteristics 
defined by the 1964 Wilderness Act. However, wilderness areas are designated by 
Congress and protected and managed indefinitely under the law with strict prohibi- 
tions on certain activities. Wild Lands are temporary designations resulting from a 
land use plan with full public participation. A wider range of actions and activities 
may be allowed in Wild Lands than can occur in designated wilderness. Lands can 
be identified as having wild land characteristics, but the land use planning decision 
process would determine how the lands would be managed. 

Question 111a. Secretary Salazar, you are directing the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment to protect an area’s “wilderness characteristics” by designating them 
“wildlands.” Since you are using the “Wilderness Study Areas” currently identified 
in your BLM land management plans as the starting point for the inventory, don’t 
you believe that it is possible that many will think you are attempting to circumvent 
the current laws and designate wilderness under a new name, but with virtually 
identical regulatory and land use impacts? 

Answer. The BLM is not using Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) as a starting point 
for the inventory; WSAs are very specifically not subject to the Wild Lands policy 
(BLM Manual 6301.01). The manuals developed by BLM to implement Secretarial 
Order 3310 clearly describe a process that includes full public involvement in the 
land use planning process before a Wild Land can be designated in a plan decision. 
Additionally, Wild Lands are managed under different guidelines than either des- 
ignated wilderness or WSAs. A wider range of actions and activities may be allowed 
in Wild Lands than can occur in designated wilderness, and future planning deci- 
sions can change the management of the lands. 

Question 111b. Aren’t you violating the spirit, if not the law, of the long standing 
understanding between the Department of the Interior and Congress that Congress 
designates all new Wilderness Areas? 

Answer. No. Only the Congress can designate Wilderness Areas. The BLM will 
be identif 3 dng lands with wilderness characteristics. Through its open and public 
land use planning process, BLM will be making decisions regarding which areas 
should be protected and managed as Wild Lands for the life of the land use plan. 
These are not permanent designations, and will be revisited in future planning cy- 
cles. Uses allowed in designated Wild Lands can be broader and more flexible than 
those allowed in WSAs and wilderness. 

Question 111c. If you’re telling the Bureau of Land Management to protect an 
area for the area’s “wilderness characteristics” by designating them “wildlands” and 
using the “Wilderness Study Areas” currently identified in your BLM land manage- 
ment plans as the starting point for the inventory, do you seriously think anyone 
is going to believe you have not simply changed the label to attempt to get around 
the law in some instances, and Court ordered Settlements in other instances? If you 
decide to continue down the wild lands path and your visitor numbers continue to 
drop as they have over the last 3 or 4 years, tell me why Congress shouldn’t reduce 
the Department’s budgets for those lands your agencies consider wild lands? 

Answer. The BLM is not using Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) as a starting point 
for the inventory; WSAs are specifically not subject to the Wild Lands policy (BLM 
Manual 6301.01). 

Over the last three years, visitation to BLM managed-lands has steadily increased 
from 56.9 million visitors in FY2008 to 57.3 million visitors in FY 2009, and 58 mil- 
lion visitors in FY 2010. 

Question 11 Id. If the Department proceeds with its plans to designate wild land 
areas and manage these areas for their wild land or wilderness resource values, why 
would any Congress take the time to consider any new Wilderness bills proposed 
on blblands? 

Answer. A Wild Land designation, unlike wilderness, is a temporary designation 
that is in effect for the life of the land use plan, and can change in a future plan 
decision. Only Congress can designate wilderness and only Congress can resolve the 
long-standing issue of which lands should be designated wilderness and which lands 
should be released for non-wilderness uses. 
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WILDERNESS BOUNDARIES 

Question 112. Please tell me how many miles of Wilderness boundary lines each 
of the agencies within your Department manage? And how many of those miles of 
Wilderness boundary are signed in such a manner that someone unfamiliar with an 
area would know they are inside or outside the designated Wilderness Area? 

Answer. The most current information and statistics related to the wilderness 
lands managed by the Department can be found at http://wilderness.net, which 
houses a comprehensive inter-agency database of information about all BLM, FWS, 
NFS, and USFS wilderness areas. Unfortunately, statistics related to total boundary 
miles are not kept on this site. However, the site indicates that BLM is the steward 
of 221 wilderness areas totaling more than 8.7 million acres, and 545 WSAs totaling 
nearly 13 million acres; FWS manages 75 congressionally-designated wilderness 
areas on 63 units of the National Wildlife Refuge System in 26 states, with about 
90 per cent, 18.6 million acres, in Alaska. Forty-four million acres of wilderness are 
in 47 parks and total 53 percent of National Park System lands, with additional na- 
tional park areas are managed as “recommended” or “proposed” wilderness until 
Congress acts on their status. 

Regarding signage, the Wilderness Act contemplates that a certain level of signing 
may be appropriate in wilderness when used to manage a system of trails, water 
routes, or access points or possibly to implement management regulations such as 
marking designated campsites. In other cases, however, such as areas without 
trails, no signs are needed in wilderness. Providing just what is needed and no more 
contributes to wilderness being maintained in an undeveloped condition in contrast 
to lands which exhibit a higher level of human modifications. 

US GEOLOGICAL SERVICE 

Question 113. I note within the USGS budget proposal to eliminate funding for 
the Data Preservation Program, and in your Budget in Brief document, claims that 
this Data Preservation program is “largely duplicative of other Federal and private 
programs.” Each year I am visited by the State Geologists and each year they re- 
mind me how very important this program is to their efforts to deal with the renew- 
able energy programs like geothermal and carbon sequestration. 

a. Can you tell me exactly what other federal agencies are collecting and 
maintaining these drill logs and whether those agencies are more committed 
than the USGS at maintaining this information? 

b. Your document also suggested that there are private programs that are col- 
lecting and maintain similar information. Can you assure me that those private 
programs will allow other potential users of that data free and unfettered access 
to the information? 

c. Secretary Salazar, I am fearful that in your Department’s zeal to com- 
pletely do away with the oil and gas industry in the United States, that you 
may be throwing the baby out with the bathwater when you suggest defunding 
this program. I am not prepared to lose the data already collected, nor to force 
future renewable energy companies to have to expend millions of dollars to re- 
place the drill core data that could be lost if we defund this program. I am sure 
that my staff will be able to identify enough funds from the Department Offices 
account to cover the million cost of this important program. 

Answer. The National Geological and Geophysical Data Preservation Program 
(NGGDPP) is the only federal program dedicated to preserving physical and analog 
geoscience data. The proposed reduction would eliminate the NGGDPP. The Na- 
tional Digital Catalog would still exist, however it would no longer be maintained 
and access to it would be restricted. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION AND WATER 

Question 114. The FY 2012 budget proposes a decrease in water related project 
funding. 

Please describe the process you undertook to prioritize funding for authorized 
projects that have received Federal funding in the past. In addition, please describe 
the process that Reclamation is undertaking to assess and prioritize the funding 
needs required to ensure that our water infrastructure is safe and reliable. 

Answer. Overall, our budget continues to support the need to maintain infrastruc- 
ture in a safe operating condition while addressing the m3Tiad challenges facing 
water users in the West. Approximately, 51 percent of our water-related resources 
budget or $407 million is dedicated to operation, maintenance and rehabilitation ac- 
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tivity. These activities include the Dam Safety Program, Site Security Program, and 
RAX (Replacement, Additions, and Extraordinary Maintenance). 

Reclamation employs a variety of strategies to assess and prioritize funding needs 
required to ensure that our water infrastructure is safe and reliable, including 1) 
an annual review/examination program for high-and significant-hazard dams to as- 
sess dam safety and condition; 2) the power review of operations and maintenance 
program to assess the operational and maintenance condition of generation assets; 
3) the associated review of Operations and Maintenance Program to assess the oper- 
ational and maintenance condition of water diversion and delivery assets; 4) pursuit 
of cost-effective financing alternatives for the remainder of the power O&M/capital 
investment program; 5) addressing financing of Maintenance, Rehabilitation, and 
Repair (MR&R) needs-related aging infrastructure and 6) completing HydroAMP 
power train component guides and deployment throughout Reclamation generation 
sites. 

Further, the Bureau employs an exhaustive annual formulation process, called the 
Budget Review Committee, that involves all of its Regions, representatives of em- 
ployees at all levels, as well as Area and Program management. The Budget Review 
Committee debates and prioritizes the compiled proposed budgets from all sources, 
and reaches its decisions based on group consensus predicated on the Administra- 
tion’s and Commissioner’s priorities, as well as those of our Congressional stake- 
holders. Funding allocations of certain programs and projects are based on criteria 
including risk, how close to completion a project may be, serving on-reservation pop- 
ulations, how many constituents are served, etc. 

Question 115. Please describe how much of the Reclamation budget is reimburs- 
able vs. non-reimbursable? 

Answer. The reimbursable amount contemplated in a typical year is approxi- 
mately one-third of the annual request to Congress for appropriations — approxi- 
mately $313 million is anticipated for 2011. The amount will vary somewhat each 
year as reimbursement will vary based upon the rules and requirements associated 
with the authorization for each project/program, the terms and conditions of the re- 
payment contract and where each project is in its repayment cycle. For example, op- 
eration and maintenance work is typically repaid within the same year; construction 
typically has a multi-year repayment schedule. 

Generally, projects requiring reimbursement include those associated with the de- 
velopment of agricultural, municipal and industrial, or power facilities. Also, ex- 
traordinary maintenance and replacement work undertaken by Reclamation on 
projects that have a reimbursable cost allocation to local beneficiaries is reimburs- 
able. Construction, water conservation, and other work not normally considered op- 
eration and maintenance are not within the meaning of “extraordinary maintenance 
and replacement activities” in the provision. By the same token, as authorized, rural 
water projects as well as Title XVI projects do not have reimbursement require- 
ments, but their authorizations require a non-federal cost share which is a percent- 
age of the total costs that are determined by the authorizing legislation. 

It is important to note that the annual appropriations request funds only a por- 
tion of overall Reclamation activities. For example, many completed Reclamation 
projects are operated and maintained by water districts using their own staff and 
financial resources pursuant to contracts entered into with Reclamation (transferred 
works). In cases where a portion of the costs for transferred works are non-reim- 
bursable based on the project authorization and project purposes. Reclamation may 
request funds for the non-reimbursable portion. For situations where Reclamation 
operates and maintains completed projects (reserved works), water users are typi- 
cally required to fund their portion of O&M costs in advance (water user advances). 
For project operation and maintenance costs allocated to hydropower, approximately 
80 percent (hundreds of millions of dollars) of the total Reclamation-wide is direct 
funded by power customers (e.g.. Hoover Dam), Western Area Power, or the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration. Finally, for many construction type activities, upfront 
cost sharing provided by non-federal partners is not counted as “reimbursable,” 
since it is provided upfront rather than repaid. There are also significant Reclama- 
tion programs for Title XVI water reclamation and reuse, rural water project con- 
struction, and WaterSMART Grant programs that, in most cases, result in facilities 
owned by local districts and not the federal government. These examples dem- 
onstrate the high level of resources contributed by non-federal entities that do not 
show up in the reimbursable calculation. 

Question 116. Please describe the current backlog for aging infrastructure. Have 
you projected the costs associated with this infrastructure over the next 10 years? 
If so, what are the estimated costs? 

Answer. Reclamation is currently updating a preliminary inventory of potential 
reinvestment needs and associated costs estimates. For all Reclamation assets, inde- 
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pendent of the source of financing, the current estimate is approximately $3.1 bil- 
lion. Some of this will be financed under our Safety of Dams program, some will 
be financed by power and irrigation and water users, and some will be financed by 
appropriations with reimbursement by power and irrigation and water users or re- 
payment contracts negotiated. There are several measures of “aging infrastructure” 
depending on the context. Reclamation’s most recent Asset Management Plan, pub- 
lished after Fiscal Year 2009, indicated that Reclamation’s deferred maintenance 
fluctuated around $40-$45 million annually prior to 2008, when a large jump oc- 
curred as a result of updating identified maintenance estimates from previous years. 
Following the update of estimates to current prices. Reclamation’s deferred mainte- 
nance has averaged $84 million (2008-2010). The existence of deferred maintenance 
is common for the utility industry, is an accepted management practice, and will 
never be eliminated. As existing deferred maintenance is resolved, new deferred 
maintenance is identified and placed on the list. A ten year projection could be de- 
rived based on these figures, but Reclamation does not prepare or publish such a 
projection. 

Question 117. Please describe the role that the Administration is playing in the 
California Bay Delta Conservation Plan. Within that process, please describe the 
process Reclamation will play to ensure that Federal water contract deliveries will 
be met. 

Answer. Federal agencies are helping to develop the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan 
(BDCP) and are engaged in it in order to help set a long-term path for reliable 
water supply, habitat restoration, and response to the Delta’s non-water-supply 
stressors. The Department, through the Bureau of Reclamation and the FWS, and 
the Department of Commerce’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), together 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, have significantly enhanced federal engage- 
ment on the BDCP. The federal agencies have resources dedicated to develop and 
process the documents needed to expeditiously move the plan forward, including the 
associated Environmental Impact Statement, and permits under the federal Endan- 
gered Species Act (ESA) that comply with the provisions of federal laws. 

Reclamation is a partner in the development of the BDCP. Reclamation has and 
will continue to provide expertise throughout the BDCP process to ensure Central 
Valley Project (CVP) operations and water deliveries are considered, evaluated, and 
addressed. Reclamation will evaluate the BDCP in consideration of CVP statutory 
and contractual obligations. Reclamation expects to pursue ESA Section 7 consulta- 
tion with NMFS and FWS for CVP operations with the BDCP as part of the project 
description. 

Question 118. Please describe the flexibility you have to deliver water south of the 
delta. Are there any legislative changes needed to improve this flexibility? If so, 
please describe them. 

Answer. Reclamation operates the Central Valley Project to deliver water to our 
contractors within the physical constraints of the system in accordance with the 
laws, directives, and orders affecting the CVP. Recently, Reclamation indentified a 
number of activities to improve the south of Delta water supplies including: facilita- 
tion of water transfers, continuing improvements to the Delta near term science, im- 
plementing water augmentation actions, and continued coordination on the Interim 
Federal Action Plan. These activities were recently summarized in a document by 
Reclamation, “Central Valley Project Water Plan 2011” which can be found online 
at http://www.usbr.gOv/mp/T’ A/water/docsAVater Plan 2011 02-15-11. pdf Rec- 
lamation continues to focus on both short-and long-term solutions and will work 
closely with Congress on those requiring additional authority or funding. As stated 
in House testimony on April 11, 2011, this year. Reclamation will deliver 100% of 
the contractual water supplies for most CVP contractors, including agricultural con- 
tracts and refuge level 2 water, as well as municipal and industrial (M&I) water. 

Question 119. Over the last four years members have expressed interest in identi- 
fying the impact that water shortages may have on employment within the Central 
Valley of California. Have you quantified any employment impact that may have oc- 
curred due to water shortages within the Central Valley? 

Answer. Attributing unemplo 3 Tnent in the Central Valley to water delivered is dif- 
ficult given the diverse nature of the economy in this area. Reclamation generally 
does not collect detailed production and emplojnnent information from the numerous 
districts it serves in the Central Valley. Individual districts may have better infor- 
mation from their individual producers. Also, universities in California have pre- 
pared reports assessing the relationship between water shortages and jobs. These 
reports are publicly available. Over the past four years. Reclamation and the De- 
partment have focused their efforts on finding ways to alleviate the shortages and 
make best use of the water that is available. We are S 3 mipathetic to those affected 
by shortages and will continue to work to address this issue. 
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Question 120. Please describe the new approaches that you have undertaken, or 
will undertake to improve your operational, maintenance and rehabilitation obliga- 
tions. 

Answer. Reclamation’s program and budget formulation processes typically begin 
three years prior to a budget enactment year. Through a “bottom-up” process, antici- 
pated needs for operational, maintenance, and rehabilitation (OM&R) activities are 
identified through various inspection and condition assessment procedures under- 
taken at Reclamation’s water and power facilities which it directly manages. Often 
times, however, the field conditions, and consequently the OM&R needs, may 
change from what was ori^nally envisioned through the budgeting process to the 
year of execution. Reclamation has acknowledged that OM&R needs at our facilities 
must be communicated effectively and timely so that corporate decisions can be 
made to best utilize (and obligate) funding for the highest-priority activities in the 
interest and accomplishment of our agency’s primary missions. Processes have been 
implemented to better communicate and coordinate decision-making related to these 
funding priorities and needs on a corporate basis for improved OM&R obligations 
within Reclamation. 

Question 121. Please identify the types of projects included in the WaterSMART 
grant program? Have you broken down the different funding levels for agricultural/ 
environmental/urban projects? 

Answer. WaterSMART Grants are available for projects that will conserve water, 
improve water and energy efficiency, and address endangered species issues; pilot 
and demonstration projects to explore the use of advanced water treatment tech- 
niques to create new water supplies; system optimization reviews to assess the po- 
tential for water management improvements; and activities designed to develop 
tools and information to more efficiently manage water resources in a changing cli- 
mate. The most significant portion of requested funding will be used to award Water 
and Energy Efficiency Grants, which in the past have included on-the-ground activi- 
ties such as lining or piping of existing canals, installation of automated irrigation 
management systems and flow measurement devices, construction of new canal 
gates or conveyance improvements, installation of pump stations and energy recov- 
ery turbines, and other similar projects. Funding has also been awarded for urban 
water conservation improvements, such as residential meter installation efforts and 
turf replacement rebate activities, among other projects. 

Reclamation began identifying funding levels for agricultural and urban projects 
in FY 2010, when Reclamation awarded approximately $9 million (29 projects) to 
agricultural projects; approximately $6 million (14 projects) for municipal and indus- 
trial (M&I) projects; and approximately $600,000 (3 projects) for projects that ad- 
dress both agricultural and M&I uses. (Other awards were made for projects to de- 
velop climate analysis tools that do not specifically address either agricultural or 
M&I uses.) Many of the funded projects, both agricultural and M&I, are intended 
to address environmental concerns. Reclamation has not separately identified the 
amount of funding specifically addressing environmental concerns. 

Question 122. Since the mid-90s when the Bureau of Reclamation’s title transfer 
process was articulated in the Framework for the Transfer of Title, how many titles 
have been transferred to date? 

Answer. Since 1995, Reclamation has transferred title to 27 projects or parts of 
projects. This includes a partial conveyance in the cases of the Gila Project (Wellton 
Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District in Arizona) and Provo River Project (Provo 
River Water Users Association in Utah). In both these cases, the entities that are 
authorized to take title requested to break up the transfer into multiple phases for 
specific reasons. Reclamation and these entities are continuing to work on com- 
pleting the rest of the transfers. In addition, there are two other title transfers that 
are currently authorized, but which have not been completed: Transfer of lands and 
facilities associated with the Humboldt Project (P.L.107-282) in Nevada is working 
its way through the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and the 
National Historic Preservation Act. And transfer of features associated with the 
Cachuma Project in California to the Goleta Water District is nearly complete and 
should be transferred by the end of April, 2011. 

Question 123. Is there any authority provided to Reclamation to transfer small 
components of projects, or does each transfer of title require legislation? Are you 
aware of any project facilities/components that been transferred without legislation? 

Answer. Reclamation and the Department have operated with the understanding 
that the Reclamation Act of 1902 effectively requires a specific Act of Congress to 
authorize the transfer of title from the United States to a non-federal entity. There 
have been several instances where the original project authorization allowed for the 
transfer of title when specific conditions are met — such as the complete repajunent 
of the water district’s capital obligation. In those cases, title transfer has been car- 
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ried out and has been timely. But in general, Reclamation is not aware of any trans- 
fers that were completed without a specific Act of Congress. 

Question 124. Since the mid-90s, how many districts have indicated interest 
versus those that have actually received the transfer of title? Can you explain the 
difference in numbers? What have been the major obstacles to transferring of titles? 
Have there been any major changes since the mid-90s to address these obstacles 
and to create additional opportunities to encourage title transfers? What are you 
doing to encourage people to take title? 

Answer. Since the mid-1990’s, Reclamation has fielded many inquiries from water 
districts about the possibility of title transfer. Many have determined that it did not 
meet their needs and interests and decided not to pursue title transfer. In some 
cases, the process began but was abandoned for various reasons. In general terms, 
Reclamation has come to understand that there are a number of reasons why enti- 
ties consider, but then decided not to pursue title transfer — or initiate the process, 
but later determine that it does not meet their need and discontinue the effort. 
First, some districts are concerned about assuming ownership liability, which is oth- 
erwise held by the United States. Second, some districts initiate title transfer in 
hopes of avoiding the need to deal with certain issues, but find that they must deal 
with those issues as part of the title transfer process. Third, when doing their own 
evaluation of the benefits and costs, they determine that the benefits of taking title 
do not outweigh the costs — both in terms of the transaction costs associated with 
the process and the long-term costs versus benefits of holding title. And fourth, 
some have initiated the title transfer process and met with opposition from other 
Project stakeholders, so they stopped their title transfer effort because they deter- 
mined that it was not worth the effort, cost or relationship strains to continue to 
pursue title transfer. 

In terms of changes to the process. Reclamation has done several formal and in- 
formal evaluations of its title transfer processes and policies and taken steps to im- 
prove the process to make it more efficient and timely. As referenced in the answer 
to question 20 above, as part of the Managing for Excellence (M4E) initiative, Rec- 
lamation undertook a comprehensive review of each step with an eye toward im- 
proving the process. This included interviews with Reclamation employees, water 
districts and representatives from other stakeholder groups who had been involved 
in various transfer efforts — both successful (where title transfer was completed), as 
well as those where transfer was not completed. Reclamation also conducted broader 
scoping/brainstorming meetings as part of the M4E initiative that were held in co- 
ordination with the National Water Resources Association and the Family Farm Al- 
liance. As a result of all of those interactions, we made several changes to the proc- 
ess to make it clearer, more consistent and more transparent. Finally, we continue 
to work with entities interested in title transfer to proactively identify the costs, 
benefits and the steps that are necessary to minimize controversy and get all of the 
potential issues or concerns on the table at the earliest possible stage. In recent 
years, since implementation of those changes. Reclamation has seen a number of 
transfers proceed to and through the legislative process without significant cost or 
controversy. It is that model that we share with entities who express an interest 
in title transfer. 

Question 125. What are the typical costs associated with these transfers? If each 
transfer is deemed unique, could you then tell me of those that have been com- 
pleted, what was the cost? Have these transfers led to a decrease in personnel and 
other costs associated the federal holding of titles? 

Answer. The cost associated with the title transfer process has varied widely de- 
pending upon the circumstances. Because title transfer decisions must comply with 
both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Pres- 
ervation Act (NHPA), Reclamation must complete the activities required under 
those laws. The cost of compliance with those laws is generally the largest percent- 
age of the total title transfer transaction cost. In most cases, the NEPA process has 
resulted in a Einding Of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and we have been able to 
sign an Environmental Assessment (EA). However, in some cases, where parties are 
proposing the transfer of potentially historic or culturally significant sites, a more 
detailed analysis is required both under NEPA (resulting in the completion of an 
Environmental Impact Statement) and under the NHPA. Of the 27 transfers com- 
pleted to date, only 2 have required a more detailed analysis than an EA-FONSI. 

The costs of title transfer transactions have ranged from roughly $3,000 — $5,000 
for the simplest transfers to $1.5 million for those that required the most extensive 
compliance activities. Over time, as Reclamation and our partners have gotten more 
experienced, we have seen the costs and timeframes go down. 

In response to the last part of the question, due to the types of projects and facili- 
ties that are being considered for title transfer, Reclamation has seen very limited 
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budgetary savings as a result of title transfer. Nearly all the projects and facilities 
where title has been transferred were already being operated and maintained 
(O&M) by the entity interested in taking title. This meant that the costs for that 
O&M were already off-budget for Reclamation. As a result, of the 27 title transfers 
undertaken so far, there have been only two transfers that have resulted in finan- 
cial or specific budgetary savings (Middle Loup Unit of the Pick Sloan Missouri 
Basin Program transferred to the Sargent, Farwell and Middle Loup Districts in Ne- 
braska, and the Palmetto Bend Project in Texas transferred to the Lavaca-Navidad 
Water Authority). In general, the financial benefits to the United States are associ- 
ated with a transfer of ownership liability, which is difficult to quantify and is not 
a direct budget item. 

Question 126. What do you consider the goal of the title transfer program? 

Answer. Reclamation sees the goal of its title transfer effort as multi-faceted. 
First, it is an opportunity to increase the efficiency of operating and maintaining 
projects and project facilities. Title transfer can increase operational flexibility and 
can potentially remove obligations — such as certain reporting and permitting re- 
quirements that exist by virtue of the fact that the facilities are owned by the 
United States. We also see title transfer as a tool for assisting water users to ad- 
dress long term maintenance needs associated with an aging infrastructure. In 
many cases, the entities that operate the projects would like to undertake major 
maintenance efforts that, by law, are their responsibility. However, they cannot bor- 
row the needed capital because they do not actually own the facilities and therefore 
do not have sufficient collateral. Taking title gives them that flexibility. And lastly. 
Reclamation has a multi-billion dollar backlog of obligations. While there may not 
be an immediate budgetary savings, we do see title transfer as a means, over the 
long term, to focus our resources on meeting the highest priority needs at core facili- 
ties in order to most effectively meet the contemporary water and power needs of 
the Western United States. 

Responses of Hon. Ken Salazar to Questions From Senator Barrasso 
STREAM protection RULE 

Question 127. In January, the President directed agencies to review regulations. 
How has OSM’s stream protection rulemaking complied with President Obama’s re- 
cent Executive Order 13563 Improving Regulation and Regulatory Review? Please 
provide a justification for making the rule, particularly as it relates to Wyoming 
stream protection. How many days have states been allowed to review each section 
of the draft EIS? Please also provide the number of pages for each correlating re- 
view. What is the estimated cost on states for the implementation of this new pro- 
posal in comparison to the 2008 rule? 

Answer. The 2008 Stream Buffer Zone Rule was challenged in District Court, and 
the Department of the Interior entered into a settlement agreement sta3dng that 
litigation. OSM shared early, contractor-generated draft chapters of the Draft EIS 
with the cooperating states in a continuation of its effort to be more open and trans- 
parent in its rulemaking process. These draft documents are not official OSM docu- 
ments and do not reflect either the official views of the Department of the Interior. 
The OSM is still in the process of determining the content of the proposed rule, as 
well as developing the information necessary to assist in the bureau’s decision mak- 
ing. As OSM moves forward, it will seek to protect the streams and other environ- 
mental assets that are critical to the health and economic well-being of commu- 
nities, while protecting jobs and maintaining coal production. Any final rule will 
comply with all applicable law and Executive Orders. 

abandoned mine land 

Question 128. The President’s budget calls for ending abandoned mine cleanup 
payments for certified states. Current law also requires Abandoned Mine Land 
(AML) funding go to pay for United Mine Workers health care benefits. How much 
AML funding was directed toward union health care benefits in 2010? How much 
funding is projected to be used for union health care benefits in 2011 and 2012? 
Does the Administration view this expenditure as coal mine reclamation? 

Answer. In FY 2010 the following funding was provided to the three health care 
plans within the UMWA Health and Retirement Funds as required by SMCRA: 

From the AML Fund: $63,926,377.69 
From Treasury: $108,772,614.30 
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We project the following funding to be provided to these three health care plans 
in 2011 and 2012: 

FY 2011 

AML Fund: $57,246,486.91 
Treasury: $216,063,772.85 

FY2012 

AML Fund: $64,062,038 
Treasury: $161,191,363 

The Administration does not view the payments to these three plans, which are 
mandated by the 2006 Amendments to the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act (SMCRA), as funding applied to reclaiming abandoned coal mines. The 2012 
Budget proposal would not affect the pajmients to UMWA healthcare plans. 

WILD LANDS 

Question 129. Livestock grazing is “ordinarily” consistent with LWCs. Manual 
6302 § .13.D.6. The Manual then notes that some grazing management practices 
such as new range improvement projects, vegetation manipulation or needs for mo- 
torized access could impact the overarching duty to protect the wilderness character- 
istics. 

These possible limitations on grazing are more restrictive than the restrictions 
which apply to the FLPMA 603. Under Section 603(c), the Secretary is directed to 
manage lands with wilderness characteristics designated as Wilderness Study Areas 
so as to not impair their suitability as wilderness “subject, however to the continu- 
ation of existing . . . grazing uses ... in a manner and degree in which the same 
was being conducted [in 1976 and the passage of FLPMA].” 

The BLM manual fails to recognize this exception within 603 that grandfathers 
existing grazing uses in existence in 1976. Even the Wilderness Act itself provides 
for “non-conforming uses,” one of which is livestock grazing established prior to the 
effective date of the Act. 16 U.S.C. § 1133(d)(4)(2). 

The Manual calls into question the compatibility of grazing on lands that were 
not included in the FLPMA § 603 inventory process and that are under existing 
land use planning authorizations. The Manual’s policy preference that LWCs are 
chiefly valuable for wilderness seems to conflict with the Secretary’s obligations to 
manage those lands as chiefly valuable for grazing. Whenever the BLM considers 
a proposal to cease livestock grazing on public rangelands and those lands are with- 
in a designated grazing district, as the vast majority of BLM grazing lands are, the 
BLM must analyze whether the lands are still “chiefly valuable for grazing and rais- 
ing of other forage crops” under the Taylor Grazing Act, 43 U.S.C. § 315. 

Neither the Secretary’s Wild Lands Order nor the implementing BLM manuals 
explain how the Secretary reconciles the use of BLM grazing districts as chiefly val- 
uable for grazing when those lands also contain wilderness characteristics. In the 
absence of an explanation, the BLM is directed to elevate wilderness protection 
above grazing use in seeming contradiction to the Taylor Grazing Act. 

Answer. The BLM manual directs the agency to maintain an inventory of Lands 
with Wilderness Characteristics (LWCs). This does not change management deci- 
sions but simply assesses the condition of the existing landscape to determine 
whether wilderness characteristics are present. The BLM will then use the land use 
planning process, with full public involvement, to make decisions about the manage- 
ment of these areas, including whether or not to designate the LWC as a Wild Land. 
The manual affirms that livestock grazing is ordinarily consistent with the protec- 
tion of wilderness characteristics. Lands that are grazed could be considered for des- 
ignation as Wild Lands and grazing could continue in areas designated as Wild 
Lands. 

Question 129a. Please explain the apparent conflict in priority between grazing 
and LWCs created with the Order and Manuals and the existing law. 

Answer. The manual affirms that livestock grazing is ordinarily consistent with 
the protection of wilderness characteristics. Lands that are grazed could be consid- 
ered for designation as Wild Lands and grazing could continue in areas designated 
as Wild Lands. 

Question 129b. Currently the BLM offices are directed to elevate wilderness pro- 
tection above grazing according to the Manuals. How will the agency revise the 
manuals to give BLM offices clear guidance? 

Answer. There is no direction to elevate protection of wilderness characteristics 
above livestock grazing. The Secretarial Order and BLM manuals simply affirm that 
managing the wilderness resource is an important part of the BLM’s multiple-use 
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mission, and that the BLM should protect wilderness characteristics consistent with 
its management authorities and its multiple-use mission. 

Question 129c. What will the agency do to correct the conflict and ensure grazing 
continues to takes place on any designated wild lands? 

Answer. Any conflicts would be resolved through the public land use planning 
process. 

Question 129d. How will the Department manage proposed wild lands areas while 
the Department reviews the proposed wild land area? 

Answer. The BLM will manage LWCs according to the terms of the applicable 
land use plan pending a plan decision on whether or not to designate a specific LWC 
as a Wild Land. Specific projects proposed in LWCs not yet analyzed for Wild Lands 
designation will be considered according to the review procedures of manual 6303. 

Question 129e. Will permits for recreation, grazing, or energy development be ap- 
proved on areas proposed for wild lands areas? If so, under what specific cir- 
cumstances will each of these activities be considered “appropriate and consistent 
with applicable requirements of law and other resource management considerations” 
(Secretarial Order 3310)? 

Answer. The BLM will manage LWCs according to the terms of the applicable 
land use plan pending a plan decision on whether or not to designate a specific LWC 
as a Wild Land. Specific recreation permits, grazing projects or energy developments 
proposed in LWCs not yet considered for Wild Lands designation will be considered 
according to the review procedures of manual 6303. 

WILD HORSES 

Question 130. According to BLM Director Bob Abbey’s comments on February 
24th, the new Wild Horse and Burro reforms include cutting back on gathers, in- 
creasing fertility control and adoptions. Director Abbey further stated there were ap- 
proximately 38,000 wild horses and burros on BLM land and the target was 26,000. 
This means there are 12,000 additional horses damaging rangeland health. In- 
creased adoption and fertility control were given as the primary solution and need 
for an additional $12 million dollars for Wild Horse and Burro management. How- 
ever, the BLM cannot adopt out horses that aren’t first removed. Additionally, 
horses treated with fertility control will still eat. The only way to manage for 
healthy rangelands is to reduce the number of wild horses to your own target num- 
bers. Why aren’t your reforms targeting the BLM’s sustainable 26,000 horses figure? 

Answer. Congress has asked the BLM to find ways to manage these symbols of 
the West in a cost-effective, humane manner, and we are committed to do that. 
However, the costs to humanely care for so many unadopted wild horses are not 
sustainable and changes are needed. Finding ways to place the program on a sus- 
tainable track is a top priority. Ultimately, placing the program on a sustainable 
track will depend on the BLM’s ability to identify safe, effective, and humane op- 
tions for suppressing population growth without removing horses from the range, 
and boosting adoptions of horses that are removed from the range. Over time, better 
balancing of removal numbers with adoption demand should result in fewer 
unadopted animals held in short-or long-term holding and reduced costs. On Feb- 
ruary 24, 2011, the BLM released for public review and comment a Proposed Strat- 
egy for fundamental reform to the management of the Wild Horse and Burro pro- 
gram. The public comment period closed March 30, and the BLM is in the process 
of analyzing the comments received. The BLM intends to reduce the annual number 
of wild horses gathered and removed from the range from 10,000 to 7,600 horses 
(a 24 percent reduction); continue to pursue public-private partnerships to hold ex- 
cess horses gathered from Western public rangelands; and increase significantly the 
number of mares treated with fertility control, from 500 in 2009 to a target of 2,000 
in 2012. Also, the BLM is soliciting requests for proposals to do a review of previous 
wild horse management studies and make recommendations on long-term sustain- 
able management of wild horses and burros in light of the latest scientific research. 
We expect to receive these recommendations in 2013. 

WIND ENERGY 

Question 131. In January, the Fish and Wildlife Service issued an Eagle Con- 
servation Plan Guidance for wind energy facilities. What is the scientific basis for 
deviating from the consensus recommendations from the Federal Advisory Com- 
mittee (“FAC”) created to advise the Secretary on Wind Turbine Guidelines? Did the 
Fish and Wildlife Service conduct a cost-benefit analysis for the implementation of 
these guidelines on wind energy development? What is the estimated impact on 
wind energy development? 
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Answer. The FWS did not conduct a cost-benefit analysis for the estimated impact 
of the guidelines on wind energy development. The separate draft Eagle Conserva- 
tion Plan Guidance was developed to facilitate the protection of eagles in the siting, 
design and operation of wind energy development projects. Eagles, among all bird 
species, are particularly affected by wind energy projects because eagles tend to fly 
along many of the most productive wind corridors. Both the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act of 1918 (MBTA; 16 U.S.C. 703-712) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act (BGEPA; 16 U.S.C. 668-668(d)) generally prohibit the “take” of protected spe- 
cies, which includes killing or injuring a bird of a protected species. They allow 
“take” under limited circumstances and within statutorily defined standards for the 
conservation of protected species’ populations. The FWS is working closely with the 
wind energy industry on guidelines to help wind energy projects move forward while 
meeting these conservation standards. The current guidelines are based on the best 
available science, and we anticipate, through our work with the industry and contin- 
ued monitoring of eagle populations, that they will evolve and become more effective 
for both protecting eagles and facilitating wind energy projects over time. This col- 
laborative effort currently allows the wind industry and the public an opportunity 
to comment on the guidance document for a 90 day period. 

The Federal Advisory Committee (FAC) did not provide recommendations specific 
to the protection of eagles, rather it provided recommendations on general wildlife 
conservation. Because of the very specific restrictions of federal statutes relevant to 
eagle protection, the FWS has prepared the separate draft Eagle Conservation Plan 
Guidance. The wind energy industry is encouraged to provide comments on this 
draft guidance. 

The FAC did develop recommendations on a general wildlife conservation program 
for wind energy. The FAC was advisory in nature, and it brought together its mem- 
bers, representing diverse points of view and expertise. They moved toward a mutu- 
ally acceptable set of recommendations and this was an important step toward the 
development of official, federal guidelines for the wind energy industry to minimize 
impacts on wildlife. 

We are confident that we can work effectively in partnership with the wind en- 
ergy industry, as we have with more long-established industries in the past, to de- 
velop infrastructure and technology that ensures both renewable energy develop- 
ment and the achievement of federal requirements for the conservation of eagles 
and other wildlife. 

Responses of Hon. Ken Salazar to Questions From Senator Lee 

Question 132. Utah counties have been working with the BLM, other relevant fed- 
eral agencies. Members of Congress, and the Wilderness Society to create land use 
le^slation, like the legislation passed for Washington County. These would create 
Wilderness Areas from some of the lands currently protected as WSAs and release 
others from the WSA designation. These lands may no longer be designated as 
WSA, but they could be pulled back under a similarly stringent management struc- 
ture under the Wild Lands policy and undermine good faith efforts of the interested 
parties to work toward agreement. How do you plan to deal with lands, such as 
those in Washington County, where the U.S. Congress has specifically elected not 
to include them in Wilderness Areas? 

Answer. Many former WSAs legislatively released by Congress may continue to 
have wilderness characteristics and fall under the definition of a LWC. When deter- 
mining whether or not such an area should be managed for wild land characteris- 
tics, the BLM will engage in a public planning process and consider the Congres- 
sional action as well any other change in circumstances. 

Question 133. Interior’s proposed budget includes $375 million for BLM, Fish and 
Wild life Service, and National Parks for additional land acquisition. Coming from 
a State where the federal government already owns and does not pay taxes on more 
than 2/3 of our land, this proposal raises some consternation. How many additional 
acres is the federal government proposing to purchase with these funds? On aver- 
age, how much does it cost the Department of Interior to maintain an acre of its 
land? When citizens of Utah already raise concerns over the federal government’s 
inability to adequately maintain the resources and land currently in its possession, 
and federal funds are vastly overdrawn, how do you justify additional purchases? 

Answer. We recognize that there are many competing priorities for limited budget 
dollars. The funding proposed for federal land acquisition is part of a strategy that 
reflects the President’s agenda to protect America’s great outdoors and demonstrates 
a sustained commitment to a 21st Century conservation agenda. It reflects the 
strong support for land conservation and the need for additional outdoor rec- 
reational opportunities that was voiced by the American public at the 51 America’s 



129 


Great Outdoors listening sessions held last year. The lands identified for acquisition 
in the FY 2012 budget request address the most urgent needs for species and habi- 
tat conservation and the preservation of landscapes, and historic and cultural re- 
sources. They also promote increased opportunities for the public to access land for 
outdoor recreation, such as hunting, fishing, hiking, and motorized use. Many of 
these acquisitions will also assist the government in achieving greater management 
efficiencies, such as managing invasive species across a landscape, conducting law 
enforcement activities, and reducing right-of-way conflicts. Increased federal land 
acquisition funding would provide opportunities for willing landowners to protect 
their property in perpetuity rather than in a way that potentially threatens re- 
sources in national parks, wildlife refuges, forests, and other public lands. While 
seeking full funding for the LWCF, the Administration remains committed to man- 
aging and maintaining the lands and resources that the federal government man- 
ages. 

Interior’s acquisition programs work in cooperation with local communities, rely 
on willing sellers, and meiximize opportunities for easement acquisitions. The public 
is engaged in the planning, development, and conservation of these areas. To formu- 
late the 2012 federal land acquisition priorities, the Department and USDA worked 
together on a government-wide process — the first of its kind — to coordinate land ac- 
quisition and conservation strategies for programs funded by the LWCF using 
merit-based criteria tied to bureau mission goals. The goal was to collaboratively 
identify important landscapes and strategically leverage federal resources to con- 
serve them throughout the country. The agencies identified geographic areas in 
which local, state, tribal, and federal partners share strategic conservation objec- 
tives, where collaboration is feasible, and where prompt action can protect impor- 
tant natural and cultural resources. They sought out areas with significant opportu- 
nities to leverage additional non-federal funding and to realize economic and com- 
munity benefits, such as new or enhanced outdoor recreation and outdoor and herit- 
age tourism opportunities from strategic investment in land conservation. 

The agencies agreed to focus in twelve geographic areas as well as yet to be de- 
fined urban areas: 

California Desert Mediterranean Coast to Desert — California 
Chesapeake — Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New York, Pennsyl- 
vania, Virginia, West Virginia 

Connecticut River — Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont 
Crown of the Continent — Idaho, Montana, Wyoming 
Everglades and South Florida — Florida 

Grasslands and Prairie Potholes — Iowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming 
Longleaf Pine — ^Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Texas 

Lower Mississippi Valley — Arkansas, Illinois, Louisiana, Mississippi, Mis- 
souri, Tennessee 

North Woods — Maine, New York, New Hampshire, Vermont 
Pacific Northwest — Alaska, California, Idaho, Oregon, Washington 
Southern Rockies — Arizona, Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming 
Southwest Desert — ^Arizona, New Mexico 
Urban Areas 

Projects may have been given additional weighting during the selection process 
if they also contributed to conservation objectives in these areas. These criteria in- 
clude the mission value of the planned acquisition, feasibility of acquiring and oper- 
ating lands, availability of willing sellers, potential for imminent development of the 
property, and participation of partners. Some criteria may be more heavily weighted 
for certain bureaus, such as the value of acquisition for threatened and endangered 
wildlife in the case of FWS. Additional more specific information regarding bureau 
land acquisition can be found in the America’s Great Outdoors section of the Depart- 
ment’s Budget in Brief, found at http://www.doi.gov/budget/2012/12Hilites/ 
DH003.pdf, and in bureau specific Budget Justification material fund on the Depart- 
ment’s Office of Budget website, http://www.doi.gov/budget/. 

Question 134. What is the average value of an acre of the land owned by the De- 
partment of Interior? 

Answer. As a general rule value is only determined for lands owned by the De- 
partment if those lands have been identified for exchange or disposal because they 
meet certain criteria making them eligible for disposal. Therefore there is no aver- 
age cost and each parcel is evaluated separately for its FMV through established 
appraisal procedures. 
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Question 135. Oil and natural gas companies have indicated that more than $3.9 
billion of investment in oil and natural gas has fled the West primarily because of 
frustration and dissatisfaction with the federal permitting process. And yet, Inte- 
rior’s proposed budget seems to further undercut Western oil, natural gas and coal 
production through the institution of hundreds of millions of dollars of inspection 
and permitting fees for oil, gas, coal, and mineral sites. Does the Department plan 
to offer any increase in benefits for these increased fees? Will this speed up the 
lengthy permit process? Will it speed up the lengthy environmental process that 
currently keeps companies from moving forward on the leases in their possession? 
Why is the Administration singling out essentially the only profitable part of your 
Department? 

Answer. The Administration believes in encouraging sustainable domestic oil and 
gas production while ensuring a fair return to taxpayers. The President’s budget in- 
cludes legislative proposals to charge new fees that will encourage production and 
offset the costs of managing federal mineral programs. Collectively, these proposals 
increase the return to taxpayers on federal mineral resources and will not affect the 
time necessary to complete environmental reviews. 

Question 136. It is my understanding that you have placed a time out on uranium 
mining in an area known as the Northern Arizona Uranium District and are consid- 
ering withdrawing these lands from mineral entry and claiming processing. How 
can you justify taking this large uranium reserve off the table when there are loom- 
ing worldwide shortages, which have already driven up prices of uranium from $40 
to $70 in the last year and would cost the area billions of dollars in lost economic 
activity and more than a thousand jobs? 

Answer. In July 2009, Secretary Salazar proposed the withdrawal of nearly one 
million acres of federal lands in the Arizona Strip, managed by BLM, and the 
Kaibab National Forest, managed by the USFS, from location and entry under the 
Mining Law of 1872 for up to 20 years, subject to valid existing rights. Notice of 
the Secretary’s proposal was published in the Federal Register on July 21, 2009, 
which resulted in the segregation of those lands from location and entry under the 
Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights, for up to two years. This segregation 
from new mining claims is intended to allow the Department to gather the best 
science available, engage the public, and make an informed decision about whether 
lands in the watershed should be withdrawn from new mining claims. In February 
2011 the Department announced the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and a schedule for seeking public comment on a proposal to with- 
draw lands in the Grand Canyon watershed that would affect uranium and other 
hardrock mineral development in that area. Public meetings were held in early 
March in Arizona and Utah, and the input gathered at these meetings and from 
public comments on the Draft EIS will be used to inform the Department’s final de- 
cision on the withdrawal. 

Question 137. Last summer. Department of Interior conducted “listening sessions” 
on the Administration’s “America’s Great Outdoor Initiative.” How did you get word 
out about these listening sessions? I have heard that some in the recreation commu- 
nity received notice of the sessions only days in advance, making it nearly impos- 
sible for them to adequately participate. I have also heard that some in the environ- 
mental community were given advanced notice of the sessions so they would have 
additional time to get participants to the event. Is this true? 

Answer. The Administration — including the Department, the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, the Department of Agriculture, and others — carried out unprece- 
dented outreach on this initiative, including 61 listening sessions throughout the 
country, 21 youth listening sessions, and seven sessions for Tribes and Tribal youth. 
Thousands of invitations went out to participants from a broad range of recreation 
interests — motorized (snowmobilers, OHV, ORV, ATV, motorcyclists), non-motorized 
(bicycling, hiking, mountain climbing, canoeing, kayaking, hunting and fishing), as 
well as organized sports (soccer, football, etc.). In some cases, the sessions were an- 
nounced a relatively short time before they were held, due to the challenge of orga- 
nizing such a large number of listening sessions around the country on a short 
timeline; recreation stakeholders received the notices at the same time as other 
stakeholders. We also heard from parents and teachers, conservationists, civic lead- 
ers, business owners, state and local elected officials, tribal leaders, farmers and 
ranchers, historic preservationists, and thousands of young people under the age of 
26; people from all ethnic groups, ages and political affiliations shared their passion 
for our country’s great natural and cultural heritage. The sessions resulted in more 
than 100,000 comments and ideas, many of which have been made publicly avail- 
able, along with other information, on the AGO website, found at 
www.americasgreatoutdoors.gov. 
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This diverse representation of stakeholders resulted from our concerted effort to 
disseminate listening session information as broadly as possible — including through 
email, websites and local papers. At all of the sessions, senior members of the Ad- 
ministration would speak briefly on their agencies’ involvement and interest in the 
AGO initiative. In about a quarter of the sessions, we invited local or regional peo- 
ple to share their expertise on subjects that were important to that region and im- 
portant for the agencies to understand. The formats of listening sessions were also 
intentionally varied to capture different viewpoints and expertise. These perspec- 
tives gave those Administration officials working on the AGO initiative a much 
deeper sense of the challenges and opportunities for conservation and outdoor recre- 
ation that exist across this great country. 

Question 138. This year, the Cuban Government plans to begin drilling in the 
Gulf of Mexico close to the Florida coast and in the Gulf stream. Are you confident 
that their drilling contracts will have the same or greater technologies than em- 
ployed in American waters? What are you doing to protect U.S. shorelines from any 
potential disasters? Does Cuban production have the potential of draining U.S. re- 
serves? 

Answer. Given the relatively sparse contact between U.S. and Cuban government 
officials, there is a paucity of information regarding Cuba’s plans and capacity for 
regulating offshore oil and gas development. While the Administration has taken 
steps to ease some restrictions on U.S. citizen travel to Cuba, and recognizes that 
a certain level of scientific and technical cooperation with Cuba may be within U.S. 
interests, the State Department remains cautious about any cooperative activities 
and retains a strong interest in reviewing and clearing on any engagement with the 
Cuban government or associated entities on a case by case basis. 

It is not clear what the scope of Cuba’s exploration will be, nor what environ- 
mental and safety measures will be implemented by Cuba if and when they drill. 
Without an effective exchange of information between the U.S. and Cuba govern- 
ments, BOEMRE and other federal agencies are unable to thoroughly assess risks 
associated with drilling by Cuba. We do know that the Spanish oil company Repsol 
holds the rights to drill in Cuban waters and plans to begin drilling this summer. 
Repsol is active in the Gulf of Mexico and is familiar with both U.S regulatory re- 
quirements and industry best practices. 

BOEMRE has not conducted any analysis that would provide information on the 
potential for transboundary reservoirs. 

Question 139. Why is the National Park Service taking the lead on determining 
releases from the Glen Canyon Dam instead of the Adaptive Management Program? 

Answer. The Bureau of Reclamation is responsible for the operation of Glen Can- 
yon Dam pursuant to its authority, including the scheduling of releases in coopera- 
tion with the Western Area Power Administration. The process for determining dam 
operations includes coordination within the Department of the Interior and with 
other members of the Adaptive Management Program, including the NPS, who col- 
lectively make recommendations to the Secretary of the Interior. 

The Adaptive Management Program was developed to provide an organization 
and process for cooperative integration of dam operations, downstream resource pro- 
tection and management, and monitoring and research information, as well as to 
improve the values for which the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and Grand 
Canyon National Park were established. 
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